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myself or explain the circumstances of the trouble. I was crushed and ut-
terly dish ned, and at once left the Army.

I received an intimation that the total ignorance of duty was in not hai{r;g
applied for permission to remove my men to the shoreat Portsmouth. I
supposed this to have been arranged with my orders to proceed to Ports-
month to eoal. My orders were rush orders; 1,000 men crowded the trans-

rt, and the captain of the vessel declared he could not coal with the men on

rd.
I was not intoxicated then, nor at any other time during my service in the

my.

The facts as stated in the above documents appeal strongly to the sense of
justice which, in military as well as civil law, should bemg;x; the enforcement
of discipline or punishment to its true and proper end. ty legal decisions
based on evidence which the accused is not allowed to hear, or summary dis-
missals without even an op]iortunjty given to the accused to defend himself
(which privilege is as old as human government) can only be justified during
military operations by the commission of an offense, so heinons in ¢ ter
as to demand immediate conviction, without trial, for the best interests of
the service. That such a case is here presented is extremely doubtful. This
officer, with a regiment consisting of members and 700 recruits whose as-
signment to it was very unsatisfactory to them, is placed on a transport or-
dered to Portsmouth, Va., to coal; on the arrival there of the transport it
‘v;.;s foniuil ntmhis ;.o unload these men, as, otherwise, coal could not have

n n vessel.

Thgnu.uloa.dingo! these men this officer understood to be a part of the
orders he had already received, but his doing so is construed as a total igno-
rance of duty, because he failed to app]i’tor permission to the brigade com-
mander, whose headquarters were at Portsmouth and of which he was
unaware. These men were p in a Government inclosure at this point
and the requisite precautions taken to keep them in order. During this
officer’s absence liquor was mﬁa& to them by the citizens of the glaoa‘
and & number of the men, becoming intoxicated, eluded the gnard and cre-
ated a disturbance, which was suppressed by the old members of the regi-
ment, which is evidently true, as the men were soon reloaded on the transport
and proceeded up the James ‘River. It is difficult to see where a total want
of discipline occurs, which is another of the charges on which this officer
was dismissed. The remaining charge, that of intoxication, is denied.

So highly was this officer esteemed by his comrades that a petition was
forwarded by the officers of his regiment for the revocation of the order of
dismissal; also a petition of a similar character from the fleld officers of his

de, Attention is specially called to the indorsement of Major-General
Ord, forwarding these petitions, that he had doubts as to the propriety of
acting on General Vodgea‘s ﬂaort, ete.

It is respectfully submitted that while there may have been nd for
censure or even the punishment of this officer for his conduct on this occasion,
the facts as presented did not warrant asummary dismissal, but that he should
have been granted a trial by court-martial, in order that he ht defend
himself; that the failure to do this constituted a great injustice, which, taken
into consideration with his long and faithful service an character, as
sustained by the indorsement of his comrades in the field, in the opinion of
your committee justifies the passage of this bill, which is raspec&lly rec-
ommended with the following amendment:
m;“?hat no pay or allowances shall accrue by reason of the passage of this

During the reading of the report,

Mr. SEWELL. e report is quite long, and I shonld like fo
have read now the summary of the committee. Iunderstand the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. CockRELL] has an amendment to
offer to the bill.

Mr. CARTER. I suggest thatthe further reading of the report

be dispensed with.

Mr. SEWELL. Very well; let it be printed in the REcorD
without further reading.

The PRESIDENT protempore. Without objection, the further
reading of the report will be di with.

Mr. COCKRE I move to amend the bill by striking out all

after the enacting clause and inserting what I send to the desk,

which will make the bill conform to all the precedents which
have been followed by the Committee on itary Affairs for
many years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment submitted by
the Senator from Missouri will be read.

The SECRETARY. It is proposed to strike ount all after the en-
acting clause of the bill and to insert:

EME thdeléwdgﬁtggéand %lgmitﬁis. autborlﬁeg"_ m}wfl em itred tot‘rtrd%ke
and se i e 0. 147, paragra; , War men -
tnut-Ge::lm?'a %e&oe, daberg' March 2‘2’? 1565, %1 Geg:ﬁx. Bowa:
lieutenant-colonel One hundred and elf;ttly-aizhth Regiment Pennsylvania
Volunteer Inrnntg;, and to cause to be ed to him an honorable discharge
as of date March 27, 1865: Provided, That no bounty, pay, or allowance N
accrue by virtue hereof.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed as a substitute by the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. COCKRELL].

The amendment was agreed to,

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend-
ment was concurred in,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and .

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President, I had intended to ask the Senate
to consider for a brief time the legislative, executive, and judicial
appropriation bill, but so much time has been occupied by this
other matter that I will not do so this afternoon. I wish to give
notice, however, that at every opportunity possible I shall ask the
Senate to consider that bill, interfering at no time with the con-
sideration of the Army bill, when it is ready for consideration.
I move that the Senate do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock and 12 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, Janu-

ary 9, 1901, at 12 o'clock meridian,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

TUESDAY, January 8, 1901.

The House met at 12 o'clock m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev,
Hexgy N, Coubex, D, D.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved,

HENRY O, MORSE.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to the bill (H. R. 163)
for the relief of Henry O. Morse.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.
CUMMINGS, indefinitely, on account of a broken leg,

EIGHTH DISTRICT OF ALABAMA,

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to have read the following
communication from the Sergeant-at-Arms.
The Clerk read as follows:
OFFICE OF SERGEANT-AT-ARMS,

URNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., January §, 1901,

SIR: A question has arisen in reﬁnrd to the payment of Hon. WILLIAM
RicrArDSON, member from the Eighth district of Alabama, who was elected
on Au 6, 1800, to succeed Hon. Joseph Wheeler. As I am informed, Mr.
Wheeler has notified you, under date of August 17, 1800, that he resigned, the
resignation to take effect rAei;Fnst 6, 1900, while the 1governm' of Ala has
certified to you that the tion of Mr. Wheeler, bearing date April
1900, was received on A at the executive department of Alabama,
unconditionally accepted on that date. Mr. Wheeler has not demanded or re-
ceived pay since March 4, 1899, the date of the beginning of the Fifty-sixth

Con,

Tﬁe question which arises is as to the date at which the compensation of
Mr. RicaARDSON should begin,

In view of the somewhat complicated legal question involved, I shonld like
to have further advice before making the payment.

nll' L1
3 Sergeant-at-A H §WCA&90N,
Hon. DaviD B. HENDERSON, s e e,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER, The Chair desires to state that inasmuch as
this involves, as the Chair thinks, an entirely new question, for
which no precedent can be found, and a large sum of money is
involved, the Chair, without objection, will refer this communi-
cation to the Committee on the Judiciary, with authority on the
part of that committee to report back at any time on the facts
and the law. The Chair hears no objection, and this reference
will be made.

Mr, HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I now call v:Elthe bill H. R. 12740,

Mr. SHERMAN. I hope the gentleman will withdraw that for
a moment.

Mr. HOPKINS. I withdraw the demand for a moment, and
yield to the gentleman from New York.

HOUSE BILLS WITH SENATE AMENDMENTS.
Mr. SHERMAN. Mr, Speaker, I would like to move on the
bills H. R. 11280 and 11281, which are on the Speaker’s table, with

Senate amendments, that the Senate amendments be nonconcurred
in and that a conference be asked.

The SPEAKER. The request of the gentleman from New York
is in res to bills which the Clerk report by their titles,

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 11820) to ratify and confirm an agreement with the Cherokee
tribe of Indians, and for other purposes.

A Dbill (H, R. 11821) to rstifg and confirm an agreement with the Muscogee
or Creek tribe of In and for other purposes. i

The SPEAKER. The %uesﬁon is on nonconcurrence in the Sen-
ate amendments to both bills,

The Senate amendments were nonconcurred in. .

The SPEAKER, The Chair announces the following conferees
on the part of the House on each bill: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr, CURTIS,
and Mr, LITTLE,

REAPPORTIONMENT,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois calls up the reg-
ular order, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 12740) making an & onment of Representatives in Con-
gress among the several States under the Twelfth Census,

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [M.r' DarzeLL] one hour,

Mr. DAL L. . Speaker, the Constitution of the United
Statf.:i:mvides that Representativesshall beapportioned among the
several States according to their respective numbers, counting the
whole number of persons in each State, excluding Indians not
taxed. In order to arrive at the constitutional population, a fur-
ther provision is made that at the end of each decennial period a
census shall be taken of the inhabitants. Given such a census,
the first question is, How shall the apportionment be made; in
accordance with what rule? :

It seems that from the inception of the Government down to
1840 the method of proceeding was to’start with an arbi
ratio, to divide this ratio into the constitutional population,
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obtain as a result the number of Ragresentatives tobe aggortioned
among the various States. Since 1840, however, a period of sixty
years, another method has been pursued; and that is to assnme,
arbitrarily in the first place, a number of Representatives; to di-
vide this number of Representatives into the constitutional popu-
lation, and obtain as a result :—E{WD ratio, which, apﬁlé'ed to the
various States in their turn, will give the number of Representa-
tives to which, respectively, thafy are entitled, X

There are pending before this House now two bills, each of
which, it is claimed, has been drawn in accordance with this
second method; that is to say, by the selection in the first place
of an arbitrary number of Representatives, a division of that
number into the constitutional population, obtaining a ratio for the
distribution of Representatives in accordance therewith through-
out the various States, The first bill, the bill of the majority,
started with 357 Representatives, and, taking the figures reported
by the Director of the Census, made a report apportioning the
Representatives in the various States, recognizing in that appor-
tionment certain fractions and disregarding others.

That is to say, it was found in this case, as it has been found in
other cases, that the ratio assumed will not divide evenly into the
constitational population; that necessarily there will be fractions;
and it was determined sixty years ago that the proper method of

isposing of those fractions was to give to each majority fraction
a Representative. That rule the majority bill follows until it
arrives at 857 Representatives, and it then ceasesto recognize this
majority fraction. That leaves a majority fraction in the case of
Florida, of Colorado, and of North Dakota.

In my judgment the majority bill would be as near a perfect
bill as could be framed if there were added to it 3 more Rep-
resentatives, making 360 in all, and apportioning those 3 Rep-
resentatives, 1 each, to Florida, North Dakota, and Colorado.
The minority bill, on the other hand, starts with 3884 Repre-
sentatives, and, taking the tables retnrned by the Director of
the Census, it finds that after 384 are provided for there will be
two majority fractions, one representing Nebraska and the other
representing Virginia, The minority bill, therefore, adds to 384,
with which it originally started, these 2, making 386 in all.

Now, it will be perfectly apparent to anyone who undertakes to
examine the fignres, that upon either basis exact justice has not
been done and can not be done toall the States in their relation to
each other. The gentleman from Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD] who
addressed the House on Saturday last, putinto the REcorp a table,
of which I avail myself. It is on page 659 of the REcORrD, and
shows the difference between the lowest ratio of apportionment
and the highest ratio of apportionment in the majority bill, and
the lowest ratio of aPportionment and the highest ratioin the
minority bill. It will be observed that in the one case there isa
difference of 84,000 and in the other a difference of over 97,000.
But not content with that analysis, for my own satisfaction I un-
dertook to make an analysis of the figures of the majority bill.
That bill gives to Maine 4 Representatives, and I refer to Maine,
not because I have any antipathy to Maine or to any citizen of
Maine, but simply because her case furnishes the best basis upon
which to make an analysis of this bill.

Upon the population of Maine, giving her 4 Representatives, the
ratio appears to be 173,616. That is to say, for every 173,616 of
her inhabitants a member of Congress is given. If, now, this
Maine ratio be applied to the various States in their turn, it will be
found that the following States have been fairly dealt with: Colo-
rado, Connecticut, Florida, Kansas, Mississippi, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota,
Vermont, Washington, and Wisconsin; in all, with Maine, 15
States.

It will be found, however, that the following States have not
been fairly dealt with upon that basis. Instead of having 9 Rep-
resentatives Alabama shonld have 11, Instead of having 7 Repre-
sentatives Arkansas should have 8. Instead of 8 Representatives
California should have 9. Instead of 11 Representatives Georgia
ghonld have 13. Instead of having 25 Representatives Illinois
should have 28, and so on down.

Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts,. How many Representa-
tives shounld Massachusetts have?

Mr. DALZELL. I will go through the entire list, because it is
apparent that every gentleman isinterested in his own State. In-
stead of having 13 Representatives Indiana should have 14.
Instead of having 11 Representatives Jowa should have 13, In-
stead of having 11 Representatives Kentucky should have 12.
Instead of 7 Louisiana should have 8, Instead of 6 Maryland
ghould have 7. Instead of 14 Representatives Massachusetts
should have 16. Instead of 12 Representatives Michi should
have 14, Instead of 9 resentatives Minnesota shounld have 10,
Instead of 16 Representatives Missouri should have 18, Instead
of 10 Representatives New Jersey should have 11. Instead of 37
Representatives New York should have 41. Instead of 10 Repre-
gentatives North Carolina should have 11. Instead of 21 Te-
sentatives Ohio should have 24, Instead of 32 Representatives

Pennsylvania should have36. Insteadof 7 Representatives South
Carolina should have 8, Instead of 10 Representatives Tennessee
should have 12. Instead of 16 Representatives Texas should have
18. Instead of 1 Representative Utah should have 2. Instead of
10 Representatives Virginia should have 11, Instead of 5 Repre-
sentatives West Virginia shounld have 6.

Mr. LACEY. What is the total increase?

Mr, DALZELL. Twenty-four States have lost according to
this apportionment, upon the basisof the other 15States, 49 Repre-
sentatives, which added, as they onght to be, to the minority bill
would make the representation in this House 429. The depriva-
tion in the 24 States of the representation to which they are en-
titled upon the basis of the minority bill disfranchises in the 45
States of the United States 7,465,488 persons,

Mr. LONG. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. DALZELL. Certainly.

Mr. LONG. Has the gentleman made a computation on the
same basis to find out what it wounld be under the majority bill?

Mr. DALZELL. I will come to that. I do notfproposetodoan
injustice to either bill,

Mr, LONG. Very well.

Mr. DALZELL. Now, it is manifest that equal and exact jus-
tice can not be done under this bill to the various States in the
Union, and that a large proportion of the citizens of the United
States are virtnally disfranchised. Going to the other bill, for I
say to my friend from Kansas I have no desire to do injustice to
either, nor to advocate the canse of one bill as against the other
by ignoring the inaccuracies, inequalities, or injustices of either,
I would say that I undertook to make an analysis of the majority
Eﬂ% upon the same basis that I made the analysis of the minority
I did not follow that analysis to its conclusion, because I found
that so far as this matter was concerned there was very little, if
any, difference between the two bills; and I came to the conclusion,
as I think every gentleman will who gives any examination at all

to this suggect, that upon neither of the methods suggested by the
Director of the Census can equal and exact justice be done to all
the States of this Union in their relation to each other.

It does seem to me, however, that with the addition Thave made
to the majority bill—the recognition of all the majority fractions,
the inclusion of the States of Florida, North Dakota, and Colo-
rado—justice will be attained by the majority bill as nearly as
justice can be attained in the ing of an apportionment by any
of the methods available to us under the Constitution.

The result, however, at which I have arrived is, as I have said,
that justice can not be done to all the States by either of these
methods; and therefore it seems to me wise to abandon figures
and come to what is the only real question in this case; and that
question i, not whether this House should be increased in num-
bers, but whether it is not already large enough, if not too larre,

Mr. LONG. Will the gentleman allow me a question?

Mr. DALZELL. Certainly.

Mr. LONG. The gentleman heard the objections made to the
minority bill on the ground that it included representation for
majority fractions for the States of Nebraska and Virginia, mak-
ing a House of 386, It was claimed that that would do injustice
to the States of New York and Pennsylvania, because on the basis
of 386 the States I have mentioned would Bget a Representative
each. Now, if the majority bill be amended by providing repre-
sentation for the three fractions unrepresented under the table of
857, would not injustice be done on the same theery to the State
of Massachusetts, which on a computation of 360 gets a member,
while, under the addition proposed by the gentleman, North Dakota
would get the member that really belongs to Massachusetts? Ido
not present that as my thegH, Jbut as the theory of those who
have been supporting the bill of the majority without amend-
ment,

Mr, MOODY of Massachusetts. That is the result.

Mr, LONG. Itis.

Mr, DALZELL, That is undoubtedly true.

Mr. LONG. So thatthe objection made by the gentleman from
Illinois to our computation is not correct, in the judgment of the
gentleman from Pen.%ylva.nia?

Mr, DALZELL, ell, T pass no judgment at all upon the
position of the gentleman from Illinois, Buf what the gentleman
from Kansas has jusf stated is entirely in accordance with what
I have already stated—that I can not conceive of any method that
has been suggested, or any method that has ever been followed, by
which exact justice, upon the basis of figures, can be done to all
the States of this Union in their relation to each other. And
therefore I repeat, let us abandon the question of figures alto-
gether; let us take the best we can take as bearing upon a certain
Brinciple, and that principle is involved in the question that I

avesuggested asthemain question in this debate—not whether or
not the membership of this House shall be increased, but whether
this House is not dy large enoungh, if not too large.

Mr, LONG, Will the gentleman pardon me again? 1 only
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made my suggestion in order {o show that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania is in accord with us in the position we have taken
in this case, even though he disagrees with us as to the size of the
House. We welcome his support to our theory.

Mr. DALZELL. ¢ The gentleman from Pennsylvania” is in
accord partly with the minority and partly with the majority
on minor questions; but nevertheless he repeats that, in his judg-
ment, the real gnestion involved is as to the size 6f the House,

Now. before I come to discuss existing conditions, I wish to
submit some observations upon this subject made by so great an
authority as Alexander Hamilton. In his speech on Saturday
last the gentleman from Maine [ Mr, LITTLEFIELD] cited Alexander
Hamilton, and sought to convey the impression to this House that,
according to the philosophy and therules Iaid down by Alexander
Hamilton, he would favor an increase. I wish to show to the
House, out of the writings of Alexander Hamilton, that if he were
here to-day he would, to be consistent, be argning against an in-
crease in the membership of this House.

‘What was the question involved? The Constitution as it came
from the Convention provided for a representation of 65 members—
1 for every 30,000 inhabitants. Objection was made to that. I
read from the Federalist, No. 64:

That so small a number of Re ntatives will be an unsafe depository of
the public interests; secondly, that they will not possess a proper knowl
of the local circumstaneces of their numerous constituents; thirdly, that they
will be taken from that class of citizens which will pathize least with the
feelings of the mass of the people and be most likely toaimata manent
elevation of the few on the depression of the many; fourthly, that defective
as the number will be in the first instance, it be more and more dispro-
portionate by the increase of the le and the obstacles which will prevent
a correspondent increase of the Representatives.

Now, it will be observed that Mr, Hamilton is undertaking to
answer these four objections in support of the proposition that
the House was large enongh. The House was then constituted of
65 members, one to every 30,000 inhabitants. Let us see what his
reasons were, because they are as applicable to-day as they were
then. He said:

In general it may be remarked on this subject that no political problem
is less susceptible of a precise solution than that which ra]n.g; to the number
most convenient for a representative legislature. Nor is there any point on
which the policy of the several States is more at variance, whether we com-

pare their legislative assemblies directly with each other, or consider the
pntjaporttons which they respectively bear to the number of their constitu-
ents.

Then he goes on and points out the difference in the propertion
of Representatives in the State of Delaware as compared with
those in Massachusetts and Pennsylvania, and so on, and then he
follows with this additional general remark:

Another general remark to be made is that the ratio between the Rep-
resentatives and the ple ought not to be the same where the latter are
very numerous as where they are very few. Were Representatives in
Virginia to be regulated by the standard in Rhode Island, they would at this
time amount to between four and five hundred, and twenty or thirty years
hence to a thousand, and so on. The truth is—

He says:
that in all cases a certain number, at least, seems to be necessary to secure—

Mark you—

the benefits of free consultation and discussion. and to guard against too
easy a combination for improper purposes; as on the other hand the number
ought at most to be kept within a certain limit in order to avoid the con-
fusion and intemperance of a multitude. In all very numerous assemblies
of whatever character com d passion mever fails to wrest the scepter
from reason. Had every Athenian eitizen been a Socrates, every Athenian
assembly would still have been a mob.

And the observations that Mr. Hamilton made in that connec-
_ tion are as applicable to-day as they were when made, and have

never found a more emphatic proof and illustration than they
find in the history and the present condition of this House,

Now, let us advance to the other reasons assigned. He says:

The irue question to be decided, then, is whether the smallness of the num-
ber asa temromry regulation be d rous to the public liberty, whether
65 members for a few years and 100 or 200 for a few more be a safe de tory
for the limited and well-gnarded power of legislating for the United States.

And then he goes on to show, reasoning from the character of
the American citizen as he existed then, that the liberties of the
people were perfectly safe in the keeping of those 65 Representa-
tives. And, reasoning upon the same basis to-day, he would be a
bold man who would deny in this House that the 'Iiberties of the
people of the United States are not quite as safe in the custody of
857 members that now constitute the membership of this body.

The second charge—

He gaid—

against the House of Representatives is that it will be too small to possessa
due knowledge of the interests of its constituents.

It is a sound and important principle that the Representative ought to be
acquainted with the interests and circumstances of his constituents. But
this principle can extend no further than to those circumstances and in-
terests to which the anthority and care of the Representative relate. An ig-
norance of a variety of minute and particular objects which do not lie within
the compass of legislation is consistent with every attribute necessarytoa
duoe performance of the legislative trust. In determining the extent of in-
formation required in the exercise of a particular authority, recourse then
must be had to the objects within the ?nrview of that authority. What are
to be the objects of eral legislation? Those which are of most importance

and which seem most to require local knowledge are commerce, taxation,
and the militia.

And substantially the same analysis might be made to-day.
And then Mr, Hamilton goes on to say with respect to these su
jectsof Federal legislation about which the Representatives should
have knowledge:

Divide the la t State into ten or twelve districts, and it will be fonnd
that there will no uliar local interests in either which will not ke
within the knowledge of the Representative of the district.

Now, leaving that and going to the third charge, that is one
upon which we need make no comment at this time—thatis tosay,
that the House of Representatives will be taken from that class
of citizens which will have lost sympathy with the mass of the
people. Because our history has demonstrated that that prophecy
was to be unfulfilled. But lastly and most important in this
connection—

The remaining charge inst the Hounse of resentatives which I to
enm‘i!m is gmngnged on :E:i:n:oaition (t}hat othongll}:mher 31' ;&en?bers wﬂ.ﬂot
be augmented from time to time as the progress of population may demand.

Then Mr. Hamilton proceeds to show in his inimitable way how
that matter has been safegnarded by the provisions of the Consti-
tution, and then, addressing himself to the evil that he clearly
foresaw, and which I say faces us to-day, the evil of too great an
increase, he makes some observations that I want to press home
to the conscience and the intelligence of every member of this
body. He says:

One observation, however, I must be permitted to add on this subject as
claiming, in my judgment, a very serious attention. It is that in all legisla-
tive assemblies the greater the number—

Mark you—
the greater the number composing them may be the fewer will be the men
who will in fact direct their proceedings. In the first place, the more numer-
ous an assembly may be, of whatever characters composed, the greater is
known to be the ascendency of passion over reason. In the next place, the
larger the number the ter will be the proportion of members of limited
information and of weak capacities. Now,it is Breci.selyonchamcters of this
‘dnaaféieg‘t‘i?:r&hat the eloguence and address of the few are known to act with

In the ancient republics, where the whole body of the pec'mg}a assembled in
person, & single orator or an artful statesman was generally seen to rule
with as complete a sway as if a scepter had been placed in his single hand.
On the same principle, the more multitudinous a representative mmclgf
may be rendered the more it will partake of the infirmities incident to col-
lective meetings of the people. Ignorance will be the dupe of cunning and
passion the slave of and declamation.

Now, mark you again:

The people can never err more than in sup)
their Regrmenutives beyond a certain limit they strengthen the barrier
agalnst. the government of a few. Experience will forever admonish them
that, on the contrary, after securing a sufficient number for the p of
safety, of local information, and ot diffusive sympathy with the whole so-
ciety, they will counteract their own views by every addition to their Repre-
sentatives. The countenance of the Government may e more demo-
eratie, but the soul that animates it will be more oligarchic. The machine
will be enlarged, but the fewer and often the more secret will be the springs
by which its motions are directed.

Here, from the test statesman of our history, speaking over
a period of a hundred years, come the three tests to measure an
effective legislative assembly; that assembly whose numbers are
gufficient for the purposes of safety, for the purposes of local in-
formation, and for the purpose of securing that diffusive sympa-
thy which is necessary in the whole society.

1s there any man on this floor to-day who will declare in his
place that the public safety, the interests, the liberty of the peo-
gle of the United States can not be protected, safeguarded, and

efended by a House of Representatives consisting of 357 mem-
bers?

Is there any man here who will declare npon his responsibility
as a Representative that Maine will suffer in her liberties, in her
public safety, by having 3 Representatives instead of 4? Will any
man contend that the people of Pennsylvania will be more secure
in their liberties with 32 Representatives upon this floor instead of
302 Will any man declare in these days of rapid transit. tele-
graphs, telephones, and a public press that the local information
necessary to care for the interests of Maine will not be as thor-
oughly possessed by 3 Representatives as by 47

And the same argument will apply toeach and every Statein its

In.

Mr, WM. ALDEN SMITH. ¥Yes, buf what about her strength
in the electoral college?

Mr, DALZELL. Woe all suffer alike in that.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I do not think so.

Mr, DALZELL. All suffer alike in that. There is no more
reason why the electoral college should be increased in numbers
than there is why the House of Representatives should be in-
creased in numbers. And I submit to every fair-minded man
within the sound of my voice that 357 members respond fully to
the tests that are laid down by Alexander Hamilton for the con-
stitution of an efficient and perfect legislative assembl({.

Now, Mr. Speaker, leaving the domain of theory and approach-
ing that which we ourselves know, I advance the proposition that
this House is habitnally turbulent and noisy and at ti almost
unconirollable, and that it has reached that point where, in very

g that by multiplying
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many cases, theindividuality of the Representative counts for abso-
lutely nothing. Why, yearsago, when this House consisted of less
than 300 members, according to the testimony of distinguished
statesmen now on record, it had already arrived at a point where
it was disorderly, turbulent, and largely incapable of control.
The gentleman from Maine [Mr. LiTTLEFIELD] on Saturday last
quoted from authorities which he supposed were authorities for
him. Isubmit that the authorities are altogether against him,
Sixty years ago a distinguished member of this House said:

Never since he had held a seat in this House had it been so inefficient a
body as it was at this moment. The deterioration had been constant, as well
in the dispatch of business as in the manner and the matter of its debate,
owing, as he believed, toits overgrown size.

That was not the expression of an outsider. That was the ex-
pression of a distinguished Representative, an actor on the scene,
a icipator in debate, his deliberate judgment that at that time
a House of less than 300 members had already become inefficient,
had degenerated in dispatch of business and in manner and mat-
ter of debate.

Mr. JONES of Washington,
terruption?

Mr. DALZELL. Yes.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Are you willing to reduce the
membership to 3007 Are you in favor of that?

Mr, DALZELL. Certainly, I am.

Mr. Johnson said the Senate had stigmatized the House as a bear garden,
and contended, for that reason, that its number must be reduced. r. Pick-
ens, in making an answer to some suggestions to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, Mr. Adams, said that instead of meeting here for consultation and
legitimate discussion, if the House was increased in size, it would be a body
thrown into confusion, and from its very numbers it wounld be imbecile for
all the purposes laid down in the Constitution.

*  And even at a later day Mr. Herbert, twenty years ago, said
that we all know that gentlemen now sit here for a whole Con-
ess and do not know all of their fellow-members even by sight.
en sent here to deliberate and discuss, men sent here to consult
with each other upon grave questions relating to their constitu-
ents, and sent here in such numbers that during a period of two
years it is impossible that they should become personally ac-
quainted with each other! And Mr. Morrill, a name prominent
in American history—American parliamentary history—Mr,
Morrill, speaking of a period forty years ago:

Now the Speaker has to stand up all the time and speak in a stentorian
voice and constantly be rapp1n§ on his desk to maintain order in a little cir-
cle round about the Chair; and it is a fact that very few members are able to
participate understandingly in the transaction of business.

Now, that is only a slight exaggeration. The only exaggera-
tion is that the Speaker is standing up all the time. If he had
said he had to rap with his gavel almost all the time to prevent
confusion, he would have pictured the House as it existed yester-
day, as it exists to-day, and as it will exist, only in a far worse
degree, when yon have added to its membership 29 or 30 more.

Now, it seems like a waste of time to be arguing this proposi-
tion in a House where there is present before us at all times an
object lesson.

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man permit an interruption? It does seem to me that we do have
an object lesson this morning. Here are many gentlemen desir-
ing to hear the gentleman from Pennsylvania, gathered about him
listening attentively. On the other side of the Chamber and in
their seats in the House there are gentlemen sitting at their desks
writing letters or reading newspapers or consulting with each
other. Does not that show that 1t is time to take away tempta-
tion—to take away the desks from the Chamber [loud applause]—
so that it may be used wholly for deliberative proceedings, for
those who desire to epeak and for those who desire to listen?

Mr. GAINES, And it is no worse on this than on that side of
the House,

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. Precisely; I meant no special

reference.

The SPEAKER., The Chair will state that if anyone desires to
interrupt the member who is speaking he must rise and address
the Chair, and get permission. The gentleman from Pennsylvania
will proceed.

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I supposed I ad-
dressed the Chair and received the consent of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr, DALZELL, Certainly; I agreed.

The SPEAKER. The Chair did not hear that.

Mr,. MOODY of Massachusetts, I turned to the Speaker and
then asked permission.

The SPEAKER, Then the gentleman was not at all in fault.

Mr. DALZELL., What the gentleman says is largely so. I
have no doubt that the remedy for the evil should be determined
in advance if this House is to be increased in number, which I
think is inexpedient from any point of view. If it is determined
to increase the number, I have no doubt the remedy suggested by
the gentleman from Massachusetts would afford some relief; but
it would nevertheless simply amount to this: It would amount to

Will the gentleman allow an in-

the introduction into the House of Representatives of the United
States of the absenteeism that prevails in the English House of
Commons.

The result would be not that gentlemen would be here to vote,
because even with this great number they perform that slight
duty. Not that gentlemen would be here to vote, but that gen-
tlemen unwilling to listen would habitually be absent from the
Chamber, and what Mr. Hamilton predicted would become true,
The House would be absolutely under the control of the few men
who attend daily to their duties.

Now, then, I musthasten on. Thereare facts within the knowl-
edge of gentlemen who have served in two or three Congresses
that go to show that the truth of the position that I am arguing
has been recognized in this House, and that the evil has been
sought to be avoided through a long course of years by the adop-
tion of various expedients, For example, it has been a subject of
deliberation in three or four Congresses by the Committee on
Rules as to whether or nof the rule that admits to the privileges
of the floor onght to be so changed as to exclude ex-members, it
being considered that in the confusion that here prevails the ex-
clusion even of the few gentlemen who see fit to return from time
to time to the scenes of their trinmphs or their defeats might add
something to the order of the House.

The rutes provide that the heads of artments—the gentlemen
with whom we are brought in contact in order to receive the in-
formation necessary in the performance of our legislative duties—
shall have access to the floor of the House; and yet in Congress
after Congress the petition of the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia for admission to this House has been denied, becaunse
it was conceived that not even three more men ought to be added
to the number already upon the floor. Even so small a matter as
the presence of the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institute, who
probably came here but seldom, was taken into account and some
Congresses ago his name was stricken from the roll. It was
thought that the absence even of one man might contribute some-
thing to the order that ought to be maintained on this floor. We
have denied time and again access to this floor to the assistant
sergeant-at-arms and assistant doorkeeper of the Senate.

Why, if any member has a constitnent who calls upon him as a
maftter of courtesy or for business %Iurposes he must meet him in
one of the halls surrounding this House of Representatives, be-
cause the lobby is too small to accommodate 357 members of the
House. For that reason visitors have been excluded from it,
newspaper reporters, and others, while at the other end of the
Capitol Senators have a place to receive their constituents, their
families, and all who may see fit to call on them in the perform-
ance of their public duties, a privilege that every public servant
(:n:lght(‘.l to have, and that any properly constituted House wonld
provide,

Mr. WM., ALDEN SMITH. Mr. Speaker—

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield
to the gentleman from Michigan? :

Mr. lg_)ALZELL. I do.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. The gentleman suggeststhat much
of the confusion that is had here might result if the membership
was increased, and he says, citing the English House of Com-
mong——

Mr. DALZELL. I did not cite the English House of Commons
on the question of confusion.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Well, the question of attendance,
That attendance, or lack of attendance, at the English House of
Commons is ascribed to the fact that the members are paid noth-
ing, and they do not feel bound to attend, as they do here. 1do
not think that analogy holds good.

Mr. DALZELL. I will say to the gentleman from Michigan
that he has anticipated what I was going to say. Gentlemen on
this floor cite to us the House of Commons and the French Cham-
ber of Deputies. Thereisno proper analogy between those houses
and this House. Inthediscussion over the firstapportionment bill
some gentleman said, what has been repeated at every similar dis-
cussion since, that the House of Commons had so many and the
French Chamber of Deputies had so many members, and a dis-
tingnished gentleman of that day said, and I adopt his ejacula-
tion, **God forbid that this House should be brought into com-

arison with either the House of Commons or the French Cham-

r of Deputies,”

The House of Commons is made up of representatives many of
whom know nothing about the constituency that they are sup-
posed torepresent. A man is chosen from some place in England
to represent some borough in Scotland where he has never been
and about which he cares nothing. Members receive no emolu-
ment, I have been in the House of Commons half a dozen times
and I never haveseen 100membersin it. Theirsisa parliamentary
Government and this is a Congressional Government. There is
no proper analogy between them.

As to the French Chamber of Deputies, if there is a more dis-
orderly, and at times disgraceful, assembly on the face of the earth,
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so far as parliamentary procedure is concerned, I would like to
know where it is. Why, the speaker of the French Assembly is
clothed with the power of, at his own sweet will as to time and
occasion, adjourning theassembly by ringing a bell. [Laughter.]
And times without number, if the newspapers are to be believed,
within thelast few years, the French Assembly has been adjourned
at the bell of the speaker to avoid possible bloodshed on its floor.

As to this Cha.mger, we have even removed the pages that nsed
to come at beck and call and were seated on the floor of the House;
we removed them into a half-lighted room, without air or ventila-
tion, filled with tobacco smoke, in order to get rid even of their
presence on the floor of the House. All these matters arematters
relating to the presence of personson the floor. They are of small
importance in comparison with other measures that have had to
be taken in order to transact even as well as we do the business
of the House. There was a time when there was no limitation
on debate in this House,

Now there is a limitation on debate, and, however much we
may regret it, there is no gentleman here who does not know that
it exists as an absolute necessity; who does not know that out of
the 357 members that constitute this House 800 of them have
never been heard upon the floor and never can be heard under
ordinary circumstances. Why, if a gentleman is asked by his
constituents to present a bill in this House relating to some meas-
ure of great pu%lic importance he can not rise in his place and
present that bill. He must deposit it in a box, and nobody, save
the stundious man who reads the RECORD and the committee to
whom it is referred, unless it be reported, ever knows of its exist-
ence,

When I became a member of this House, not many years ago,
there was a day when gentlemen arose in their places and pre-
sented bills sent them by their constituents, and when every man
who saw fit to be in his seat knew at the end of the day just what
legislation was proposed. The same method exists to-day in the
Chamber at the other end of the Capitol, and if is a method that
ought to exist everywherein a legislative bodysitting for the pur-
pose of legislating, if it be possible. The great right of petition,
for which that grand old President and statesman, John Quincy
Adams, so heroically and successfully battled, what is it to-day?
A mere farce.

A petition signed by thousands of your constituents relating to
measures considered by them of the gravest importance, and which
under the Constitution they have a n;glzht to present to this House,
can not be presented to the Houseitself, It goesinto a box andis
referred to a committee, and, unless called for by the committee,
is never seen by ani_ona save the man who presents it.

Mr. WM, ALDEN SMITH. What is the remedy for it?

Mr. DALZELL., The remedy that existed when the House was
small and when bills and petitions were presented in this House
as they are on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Does that fulfill the constitutional
function to give the people their right of representation?
baMr. DALZELL. That is one aspect of the question we are de-

ting.

Mr. GAINES., Mr, Speaker, I would like to ask the gentleman
from Pennsylvania a question.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield
to the gentleman from Tennessee?

Mr. DALZELL. Yes.

Mr, GAINES. Did not the gentleman from Pennsylvania vote
for the present rules?

Mr. DALZELL. Yes, and I would vote for them again, and
again, and again. And if that side of the House were to come into
power, they would have to take them becaunse they would find, as
they did find in the Fifty-second and Fifty-third Congresses, that
this House can not be governed except under such rules.

Mr. GAINES. Inever have and I never will.

Mr. DALZELL. Why, sir, the reports of committees which
used to be presented openly in this House, and ought to be so pre-
sented, are disposed of now in the same way as bills introduced.
And then even, as to the Committee of the Whole on the state of
the Union, it was found that this House, with 857 members, could
not go into the Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union
and successfully transact business; so that it was finally agreed,
both sides of the Honse consenting, that a quorum in the Com-
mittee of the Whole should be reduced to 100 members.

Mr. LONG. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. DALZELL. Certainly.

Mr. LONG. Is there any material difference between the rules
as we have them now, with a House of 357 members, and the rules
as we had them in the Fifty-first Congress, with a House of 825
members?

Mr. DALZELL. Not at all.

Mr. LONG. Then what difference would there be between a
House of 886 members and a House of 857 members in regard to
the points that the gentleman makes?

Mr. DALZELL. Just thesame difference that there is between
357 and 325. It is harder to control this House and transact busi-
ness efficiently under any rules with 357 members than it was in
the Fifty-first Congress with 825. And the difficulty will be in-
creased with every accession to the membership of this House.

Now, I must hasten on. Mr, Speaker, how much time have I
remaining?

The SPEAKER. Ten minutes.

Mr. SuitH of Kentucky rose.

Mr. DALZELL. I hope the gentleman will not interrupt me;
I have only ten minntes left.

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Just a moment. I have listened
very attentively to what the gentleman has been saying about the
restrictions on debate in this House. Now, I ask, is that due to
the increased membership of the House or to the tendency of
either party that may dominate the House to cut off debate on
the opposite side?

hl;!r. ALZELL. I think it is due to the increased member-
ship.

Mr, SMITH of Kentucky. I differ with the gentleman,

Mr. DALZELL. 1tis due to the impossibility of furnishing an
opportunity for every member to join in debate.

r. Speaker, there are on the roster of this House—I have not
counted them, but I venture the assertion there are fifteen useless
committees, committees that never meet, that have no business
to perform, to which a bill is never referred, and which exist as
committees only in name. Why? DBecause the Speaker has to
find a place on committee for every one of the 357 members. Not
only that, but every main committee of this House, every com-
mittee charged with important business in this House, has had its
numbers so increased that it is absolutely impossible to stow away
another man in the committee room. Yet you propose to find
committee places for 20 additional members.

Mr, Speaker, I have not time to dwell further on this aspect of
the case. I come now tomy last proposition. Ideny the affirma-
tion that even under the rules as we have them this is an efficient
House. I say it is an inefficient House; and let the record show
it. In the Fifty-fourth Con there were presented in the
House and the Senate 14,114 bills and 470 resolutions—a total of
14,584, Of those bills and resolutions of more or less importance
there were reported in this House the beggarly number of 2,815;
and there were passed and became law the still more beggarly
number of 984—084 out of a total of 14,684, But that is notall or
the worst of it. The Senate of the United States, with no cloture,
with no previous question, with unlimited debate, passed 1,682
bills to 948 passed by the House of Representatives; and the dif-
ference between the Senate and the House of Representatives is
the difference between 90 men without rules and 357 men held to
the performance of their duties by the strictest of rules,

In the Fifty-fifth Congress there were introduced in the House
10,547 bills and in the Senate 5,855, or a total of 16,402; and there
were reported in this House the beggarly number of 2,112, and
passed, 1,461,

Mr. HILL. Will the gentleman pardon me a moment? Does
he bear in mind the fact that the English Hovse of Commons,
with a quorum of only 40, passed only 299 bills last year?

Mr. DALZELL. I have said that there is no analogy between
the House of Commons and this representative body.

Mr, HILI,, There isin size and working force.

Mr. DALZELL. Not atall. That is an executive body; this
is a legislative bc::'c!hI Thatis a Parliamentary body; this is a Con-
gressional body. eir Government is a Parliamentary Govern-
ment; our Government iz a Congressional Government. The dif-
ference is so vast that it is impossible to make any comparison
between them.

Only one word more. In the present Congress, according tothe
RECORD, there were introduced up to last Saturday night 18,800
bills in this House and 5,414 in the Senate—a total of 18,714; and
]?i?l have managed to have reported up to this time 2,100 of those

8.

Mr. BINGHAM. Let me ask the gentleman one question cov-
ering, I think, this whole proposition. May not the determination
of a bill which the committee determines not to report to the House
be just as wise a legislative policy as reporting a bill? Is not the
gentleman going upon the assumption that all legislation proposed
by bills introduced is wise legislation?

Mr. DALZELL. I am glad the gentleman called my attention
to that, because I had omitted to say that in the Fifty-fifth Con-
gress, counting what the gentleman speaks of, bills that were
reported adversely, and resolutions reported adversely, and all
matters of legislation passed upon, the Senate disposed of 2,114
as against 1,461 in the House.

Mr, HEMENWAY., How many of them were passed by Sena-
torial courtesy which never should have passed?

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Does the tleman
from Pennsylvania think that the wisdom of the rules of the
House was vindicated when the House refused to pass a lot of
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those bills that came over here from the Senate, considering the
manner in which those bills are gotten through the Senate?

Mr. DALZELL. Yes; I think anything done by the rules of
the House is all right. [Laughter.]

Mr. LONG. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr, DALZELL. Really, I must either qunit or—

The SPEAKER. The Chair has already stated that the consent
of the Chair must be obtained before a gentleman is interrupted.

Mr. DALZELL, 1assnme that my time has about concluded.
5 The S_PEAKEREd . Thetimeof the gentleman from Pennsylvania

as expired.

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetis. I ask unanimous consent that
the time of the gentleman be extended fifteen minutes. Itisin
the interest of the members of the House.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr, Speaker, I decline that for the reason that
other gentlemen are to follow me.

The ?PEAKER. Objection is made by the gentleman from

Mr. DALZELL. I am very much obliged to the gentleman,
but other gentlemen are to follow me, and I am not willing to
take any U;Ertion of their time. [Applause.]

Mr. BURLEIGH. 1 yield ten minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. BixaraM].

[Mr. BINGHAM addressed the House. See Appendix.]

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield twenty minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR].

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, I will take up the subject of
Pennsylvania at the point where the gentleman laid it down. For
twenty years, with the political-power in the hands of the party
to which the gentleman has belonged, they have seen fit to ignore
the apportionment nfde by Congress.

Mr. BINGHAM. Did the gentleman say twenty years?

Mr. GROSVENOR. Twenty years.

Mr. BINGHAM. Permit me to correct the gentleman.

Mr, GROSVENOR. I think it has been twenty years,

Mr, BINGHAM. The last apportionment was made in 1887.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Very well, then, for thirteen years., At
that time did yon have all of your Congressmen?

Mr. BINGHAM. Youn mean twenly years?

Mr, GROSVENOR. Oh, yes.

Mr, BINGHAM, Then you reaffirm your statement,

Mr. GROSVENOR. I know what 1 am talking about. For
thirteen years, according to the gentleman's own statement, this
same magnificent county of Philadelphia has g;one without her
proHortion of representative force in the House of Representatives,
while they have elected two members at large throughout the
State. Now, under the recent census the State of Pennsylvania
increased her mﬂ]uﬁon by something over a million.

Mr, BING . One million and forty-four thousand.

Mr. GROSVENOR. And of that number 246,000 were in the
county of Philadelphia and 223,000 were in the county of Alle-
gheny, making nearly half a million of people. Now, the propo-
sition is to reapportion the State, or else my friend’s ap is
in vain, by giving to those cities the just measure of their deserts
that they ﬁava been ]iowerlem to obtain for all these years.

Mr, BINGHAM. We can nof do this ourselyes.

-ME' GROSVENOR. You did not have any legislatures in ses-
sion?

Mr, BINGHAM. We do not have this legislature.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Then there is something peculiar about
this legislature thathas not been about other legislatures, I think
there is no special peculiarity about this legislature.

Why, Mr, Speaker, there is the whole frouble. Take my own
State of Ohio, where we made a splendid gain of 485,220—almost
half & million. Five counties of that State made almost 309,000
of that gain—Hamilton County, Cuyahoga County, Lucas County,
Franklin County, and Montgomery County. Now, the smaller
you make the ratio the more power, relatively, you put into those
counties and the fractional partsthereof. So, under the Burleigh
bill we find, instead of four Representatives from the great cities
of Ohio, we shall have nearly two and a half ratios in Cuyahoga,
two and forty-odd thonsand in Hamilton County, almost aratio in
Franklin, and almost aratio in Lucas County, while all the balance
of the State will have the pleasure of dividing up about 15 mem-
" bers of the House of Representatives. : 3

Mr. BINGHAM. Wil the gentleman allow an interruption
there? Is not that whole matter of the division of the State a
function of the State legislature?

Mr, GROSVENOR. Oh, very well—

Mr. BINGHAM. This House has nothing to do with it.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Apparently it has had a great deal to do
with it. Now, with reference to New York. the Burleigh bill pro-
poses to add three members from the State of New York. Where
will they be located? That portion of the State above the Harlem
River has not gained in population except in a single county ma-
terially, and the whole of these members is simply a peace

offerinﬁowhich is now proposed to be tendered to the political
power dominating below the Harlem, Tammany Hall,

Now, Mr, S er, I have no interest or feeling in regard to
this bill, I would not vote to keep any man out or to bring any
man in. 1have one general idea in d to the power of the
people of a State over its representation in Congress. I do not be-
lieve in this country it is necessary that Congress shall legislate
and affect the whole of the country by its legislation in order that
some one or two or three particular gentlemen shall be kept in
Congress or that any particular State ghall be protected beyond its
deserts, for while I believe my friend from Pennsylvania is right
in saying the legislature of the State has power over its Congres-
sional districts, I am right in saying that the people of a State
have power over the election of their ntatives; and it will
not ocenr shortly that any action of Congrees will keep any dis-
g:;gﬁ;iahed man out of Congress and send a less valuable one in

place.

I put my support of this bill on the ground that it is a smaller
number of Representatives than any other bill. I would cheer-
fully and gladly vote for a scheme of 300 members of the House, I
have listened to this discussion about the French Chamber of
Deputies and the British House of Commons. Why, Mr. Speaker,
the members of the British House of Commons are not in any
sense such representative men of their constituencies as we are,
1t is a rare thing in an ordinary session of the House of Commons
to find above a hundred members present and therefore it is that
they have cut down the quorum of their House to 40, in order that
about 40 members can go there and transact business,

The average member of the House of Commons in England is a
gentleman who has wealth enough and is powerful enough to go
to London to live, is wealthy enough to live without salary, and
to be within felephonic or telegraphic reach in case of a political
division in the House, so that he may go in and ascertain his duty
as an individual, then vote, and leave immediately.

And the same is true of the representative assemb‘lg of the peo-
ple of France. There is no comparison. The English member of
the House of Commons has no necessity for a desk. He has noth-
ing to do with the rules of the house, he does not have to have a
digest, and has nothing to do with the list of members, He does
not care anything about that; he does not need a directory. Nine
out of ten of them have no great business connection with their
constituents at home. I have heard this talk about taking the
desks out of this House. I do not believethat it will ever be done,

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BixcaaM], if he de-
sires to make the effort, will have an sc;l;_l&ortunity when the sun-
dry civil bill comes here to move to strike ont the appropriation
for the improvement of the Hall that is now contemplated and
substituting the removal of the desks, and I venture to say that
he will not get 10 votes in this House in favor of his project. It
never had any support, except here and there an American gen-
tleman journeying to London who thought he saw something
rather attractive by looking down from the gallery, where he was
able to get a seat that some member of Parliament d};dnot occupy—
for more than one-third of them have to sit in the gallery, if Ll{ey
ever come there, as they do occasionally on festal occasions—
and thought he saw something nice in a man sitting on a bench
with his hat on his head, something that looked perfectly unique
and unusual, and rushed back to America and spoke or wrote it
up in our magazines for publication,

We are business representatives of active, stirring constituents,
and one-half of our practical efficiency comes from the presence
of the desks and the uses that we make of them. Therefore I
would vote for the smaller rather than the larger House. Two
million and a half dollars added to the expense of a decade of the
House of Representatives is a matter of some moment and impor-
tance. The argument that some Eastern State—and it is very
strange that it is necessary for us to pass this bill in order to give
to Maine her present representation. when by doing so we shall
give to Connecticut, another New England State, an increase, a
1].}em0cratic increase, beyond all possibility of the surveying of
ines,

Now, what are we to do in the futnre? It appears that we are
following precedents, going back as far as Hamilton. To-day we
propose that we will not allow any State to lose a Representative
except Nebraska. I do not see any method of saving Nebraska
unless we take in about 400. I should like to know why not Ne-
braska? Why do we not take in Nebraska? Why legislate against
Nebraska, a growing, splendid State, with the chances of the
future enhanced 1,000 per cent within the last three months?
[Laughter.] Whynot? Why should we leave Nebraska out and
yet proclaim our purpose to leave nobody out? Let us see what
we are coming to.

We can not hope that all the States can maintain their Jpropor-
tion of population always. Some States will naturally fall off.
That must be so. Fourteen connties of Indiana shrunk in their
population under this census. More than that number in Ohio
shruuk in their population in this census. Westward as you go
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the population increases more rapidly, so that Iowa did not fall
off in a single county in that State. Here is the logic, here is the
force of all that. If the criterion is to be in the East, and the
Western State is to be maintained, necessarily, under all the cir-
cumstances, what will be the size of this body twenty years from
now?

Iread in a newspaper to-day that it was absurd to talk about
the size of this Hall. Possibly that may be. It may be true that
this conntry is rich enon%l;ﬂto build a new Capitol and a new Hall
of Representatives, but this Congress can not legislate to increase
the power of the voice of the Speaker, nor swell the momentum
of power of the voice of every member on this floor, and I do not
know but that it is about as important that the size of the Hall
shall conduce to the voice of the State being heard b{: few Rep-
resentatives as it is that the voice of the State shall be heard by
the mere vote of a Representative, when his voice can not be
heard, unless we adopt a system of megaphone communication
between the Chair and the members of the House. [Lsughter._;

Mr. SIMS. Mr, S er, may I ask the gentleman a question

Mr. GROSVENOR. Certainly.

Mr. SIMS. The gentleman thinks the people onght to be heard
by the voice of their Representatives?

Mr. GROSVENOR. I do.

Mr, SIMS. And get w2 are running under a lot of rules that
shut tﬁfﬂ. mouths of more than one-half of the House on almost
every

Mr. GROSVENOR. I think the country is not suffering in that
direction. ughter.] The gentleman is misapprehending the
rules of the House. He counld not make a better set of rules if he
should try. The only great modification of the rules were made
in the Fifty-first Congress, and were subsequently adopted by the
Democrats in the Fifty-third, when they found it was indispens-
able to do so. I differ with my distingunished friend from Iowa
[Mr. HepeURN], and I want to compliment him, as he did me, by
saying that he is a man of distinguished power, and learning, and
knowledge, but, in my judgment, he is just slightly affected with
a special prejudice against the rules of the House. [Laughter.]

1 deny that it is impossible to pass legislation in this House,
make the statement without any purpose of bluster. I stateover
again what the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HEPBURN] says he has
heard me say—if I have behind me an assured majority of a quo-
rum of this House, I can any bill on the Calendar of this
glouse, with or without the action and friendly cooperation of the

peaker.
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Will the gentleman allow me a
question?

Mr. GROSVENOR. Yes, sir.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. As I understand, there is but one
species of machinery under our rules by which the gentleman can
do that, and that is by a conspiracy or agreement among the
chairmen of all the committees that upon a call of the com-
mittees each one of them will drop out and say that he has no
busines;s to call up. Is mot that the only course open to the gen-
tleman?

Mr. GROSVENOR. Thatisone way. That appliesonly toone
character of business. There is only one character of business
that can be broug}ht up in that sort of way.

Mr,. HEPBURN. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr, GROSVENOR. Certainly.

Mr. HEPBURN. I wish to ask my friend from Ohio to state
the process by which he would accomplish the object he has stated.
I am afraid my friend has something up his sleeve that he has not
let the rest of us know about. I would be glad if he would en-
lighten the House by showing how, with his majority back of him
and without the friendly aid of the Speaker, he can passany prop-
osition in this House. I say he can not.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Yes, I know: and I guess that is as far as
we shall get in this controversy to-day. Mr. Speaker, I illustrated
to the House and the country once what could be done here, after
the scheme was practically abandoned by everybody else,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That was on the Hawaiian bill?

Mr. GROSVENOR. Yes, sir; when the Hawaiian bill was
brought up. “That is one thing. When I am brought up for a
civil-service examination I will tell the balance, but not nntil
then. [Laughter.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. We want to know how the rest of
us can get our bills passed.

Mr. GROSVENOR. I want to speak a moment or two more on
this question.

I believe it will be discovered that if the Burleigh bill passes—
and I very much fear it will—we shall have turned over 25 per
cent of the power of the Fifty-eighth Congress to the cities of this
country; we shall have stripped the enfire rural districts of the
country of their just measure of powerin thisbody; we shall have
turned over to the great centers of population thepower to control
the legislation of Congress. I can show that; and I will try todo
80 in extending my remarks,

I want to say a few words now on what is known here as the
Crumpacker proposition. 1 am opposed to the disfranchisement
of the colored men of the South, and I have placed myself upon
the records of the country in a magazine article giving fully my
reasons; and my pokition on that question does not apply to the
question, Which is the stronger, or which shall have the greater
political power in the future?

Mr. OTEY rose.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVE-
NOR] yield to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. OTEY]?

Mr. OTEY. I make the point that the gentleman's time has

exgrred.
\ éGROSVENOB. ‘Well, the gentleman from Virginia is nob
in order. a

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
expired. ughter.]

r. GROSVENOR. I hope I may have five minutes more.

Mr. HOPKINS. Very well; I give the gentleman five minutes
more,

Mr. GROSVENOR. TIam delighted that my friend from Vir-
ginia is watching the clock and aiding the Speaker in administer-
ing the rules of the House.

Mr, OTEY. Ido notobject tothe gentleman occupying fifteen
or twenty minutes more, if he does not take it out of my time,
and that is what he is doing.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Iwill not take anything out of the gentle-
man's time,

Mr, OTEY. You are doing so.

Mr. GROSVENOR. The gentleman is taking from the time of
both of us now. Iam willing that the gentleman shall have all
the time he wants as soon as I have occupied my five minutes.

Mr. OTEY. It was agreed that I should have thirty minutes;
but now it ap s that | am to be cut down to five.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Very well; the gentleman can say more
in five minutes than the average member of Congress can in
twenty minutes. [Laughter.]

Mr. OTEY. If it be agreed that I shall have twenty minutes,
I will move to extend the gentleman’s time for half an hour.

Mr. GROSVENOR. I have five minutes, and I would like to
go on.

My opposition—I wonld rather say hostility, for that is the bet-
ter term—to the disfranchisement of the colored man is because
1 sympathize with, and feel a great interest in, the ple of
the South. I have no prejudice on this question; and the gentle-
man from Miasissipgi the other day in his very eloquent appeal
on this subject over my head. I would act here with just
as much energy in behalf of a measure for the benefit of the eleven
States of the Sonth with which I was at enmity as I would for
any State of the North.

My votes have spoken npon that question. My position is that
in a free government dependent upon the will of Lﬁgs;)eo;:le there
can be no disfranchisement without absolute injury to the Com-
monwealth in which the disfranchised persons reside. I know
that sometimes some benefit may appear to flow from such dis-
franchisement, but I point out the fact that long ago—during all
of the last thirty years—the white people of the Sounth have built
up their civilization, their intelligence, their patriotism, their
education, against the ignorant and whatever else pertains to the
colored man’s character, and some white men also; yet during all
those thirty years, with the exception of the brief pericfTollowing
the war, the white man with his intellizence has controlled the
Government, and to-day there is in this House of Representatives
but a single colored man from all that vast population, and he, I
presume, will be the last of his race for many vears to come.

By this policy of disfranchisement yon make enemies of a race
that want to be your friends. You put into the body politic a
great body or class of pariahs. Yon brand them with a condi-
tion little short of slavery. I know that the educational systems
of the South are to-day liberal to the colored men. Will they al-
ways be so? Will they continue? Lef us see what yon are doing,
Youdemand the disfranchisement of the colored man. Then you
say that you do it because he is ignorant, because he might vote
against the best interests of the white people.

Are you sure that when you have accomplished that you will
not go a step further and deprive him of the educational facilities
that are rapidly bringing him up to the standard which youn your-
selves have set? Take the case of North Carolina, with almost
two colored children attending the schools of the State where
there is one white child, in proportion to the relative strength of
the two races there. Are you quite sure, my friend, that the next
ageressive step will not be legislation that will tend to keep in
this condition of unfitness, as you call it, these very people whom
you are now legislating azainst? That is my objection. I care
nothing about this question of representation in Congress in com-

rison.

1f the people of the North and the East and the West and the
rapidly growing sentiment of the South, educated as it is by the
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wealth and intelligence of this country, can not protect ourselves
against the political power of the South, I am willing to go down
in the political vortex that is coming. But what I say to you
is that the danger exists that youn are transforming a class of
friends into a class of registered enemies—enemies of record. I
fear that you will have trouble in that direction. [Applause on
the Republican side. ]

[Here the hammer fell.]

Mr. BURLEIGH. I yield to the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. JoxEs].

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr., Speaker, that government
wherein all the people meet together to enact laws and select per-
sons to execute them is the ideal  government of the people, by
m&-ﬁ“‘i‘"’ and for the people.”

is, however, is impracticable in a counfry of any considerable
number of people. Hence it isthat, in addition to dele%a.ting the
execution of law to certain individuals, the people delegate the
power to make laws to certain representatives; hence republican
government. The right to participate in the selection of the Rep-
resentatives who are to make the laws is one of the dearest, if not
the dearest, right of the American citizen. In its defense he will
gacrifice his money, his property, and even his life, if need be.

‘We are proud of our Government. We claim to be a nation of
sovereigns, Yet how thin is the toga of representative govern-
ment in which we so proudly envelop ourselves.

One coordinate branch of our Government is the Supreme
Court of the United States, 'With the selection of this court the

ple have nothing to do directly. Its members are appointed

y the President of the United States, and when once appointed
hold for life or during good behavior. The people directly have
no say whatever as to the members of this angust tribunal, whose
decision finally determines what the law is, and whose fiat may
overturn the express act of the other coordinate branches of the
Government. They are not responsible to the people, and when
onceappointed are absolutelyindependent of the apgointingpower.

The President is selected by the people, and yet here the people
vote by States through the electoral college and not directly. He
is the head of the executive department of the Government, and
l::i.nand not the people, appoints the real executors of the people’s

The other coordinate branch of the Government and, primarily,
the lawmaking power is Congress, composed of the Senate and the
House of Representatives. This is supposed to be the citadel of
our republican Government. Through this we exercise our sov-
ereignty. With the selection of the Senate, however, we have
nothing to do directly. Its members are selected by the legisla-
tures of the different States and are supposed torepresent the States
themselves,

This leaves us the House of Representatives. Here we find the
direct agents of the people. The members of the House represent
directly the will of the people of this great country. The people
vote directly for them and against them. To them they write,
telling all their troubles. Through them they speak and through
them they act. They are not only the representatives of the peo-

le, but they are the servants and errand boys of the people.
glence it is that a bill looking toward the apportionment of these
Representatives to the different States of the Unionis one fraught
with the greatest importance. It determines for the next ten
years the degree in which each citizen shall be represented in his
Government and in the enactment of laws by which his rights
shall be determined and protected. It also determines for the
next ten years the votes that each State shall havein selecting the
Chief Magistrate of our country and the head of its execufive
department. These measures always have been justly considered
of vast importance. ;

The bill reported by the committee has all the importance of
previous bills of a similar character, but it is more important for
another reason. It contemplates limiting and fixing the number
of members that shall constitnte the House of Representatives.
1t not only determines the degree in which each citizen of this
country shall be represented in the lawmaking power of the Gov-
ernment now, but it also says that hereafter the House of Rep-
resentatives shall consist of no greater number than is prescribed
in this bill. It does not say this in somany words, but that is the
idea of the bill and of the committee,

So it is that at the very threshold of the consideration of this
bill we are confronted with a question of transcendent impor-
tance. It seems tome that thisis one of the mostimportant ques-
tions we have ever considered, and it is one that should be deter-
mined at the very outset in' the consideration of this bill. Itisa
question that affects every Representative here and every citizen
in this Union. Youcannotsay: ‘ Therepresentation of my State
is not changed by either bill; therefore we are not interested.”
You and your people are interested in future representation which
is directly ama;ct.a(‘i-J by this bill. - Furthermore, you are interested
in seeing justice done as nearly as possible to every citizen of this
Republic as well as to those of your own State. Only a short time

ago the whole country was aflame over a bill affecting the people
of Porto Rico. Many who are indifferent as to these two bills
were frantic at legislation which they considered as striking at
the liberties of a distant people. That was beneficent legislation,
This means the direct curtailment of the highest privilege of
every citizen of this Republic. :

From the foundation of this Government to the present every
apportionment bill has taken into consideration the growth of the
country and has increased the representation of the people, with
the possible exception of the apportionment bill under the Sixth
Census, in 1843, when the number was fixed at 223, a reduction of
17. This reduction was not made, however, with the idea that
the House was large enough or too large. At the very next cen-
sus, however, 1853, an increase was made to 233, and from that
time to the present there has been a steady increase, The census
of 1863 made an increase over the preceding census of 10; in 1873,
of 50; in 1883, of 82, and in 1893, of 31, so that the number fixed at
the Eleventh Census was 356, which has been increased by the ad-
mission of another State to 357. Even with this constant increase
the power of individual citizenship has been decreasing. The sub-
stanceis gradually becoming shadow. Inthe First Congress thers
was 1 Representative for every 30,000 people. To-day there is 1
for every 173,901. One citizen then had almost as much inflnence
as 6 have now.

Under the bill of the committee there will be 1 Representative
to every 208,868, while under the bill of the minority it will be
1 to every 194,182, Is notf this a sufficient decrease in the repre-
sentation of the individual citizen* Shall we, the representatives
of the people, say now that this representative body shall cease to
grow? That, though we have 10,000,000 more people than we had
in 1890, they shall have no more Representatives? That, thongh
in 1910 we may have 85,000,000 people, they shall have no more
Representatives than when their number amounted to 62,000,000?
I can not think so. The nineteenth century has been a most won-
derful century for us, Our growth and development have been
marvelous. They have surpassed the wildest dreams of the most
visionary. In territory, population, commerce, manufactures,
agriculture, mining, invention, science, art, education, culture,
literature, and in all that makes civilization and a great nation
we have rivaled the fables of ann'qui!avl.

‘We enter the twentieth century with a boundless hope and pos-
sibilities foreshadowed by the accomplishments of the nineteenth.
Shall we mark our legislative advent into the twentieth century
with an act pointing to the downfall of representative government?
I believe in our Government and in our })eople. I have no fears of
tyranny or empire in this country; but I do say, that, in my judg-
ment, when this nation does go the way of all nations of the past,
the beginning of the end will be when the growth of the repre-
sentative branch of the Government ceases, The further the
representatives get away from the people, from the individunal
citizen, the more insecure our liberties and the more liable our
Government to decay. The nearer they stay to the people, the
closer they are in touch with the individual citizen, the more
stable will be our Government, and the more secure our liberties,

But it is said the House is too large now, and while we will not
decrease it, it must not be made larger. Is this true? How does
it compare with other representative bodies? Great Britain, with
a population of 87,781,410, has 670 members in the House of Com-
mons; France, with a population of 38,313,192, has 584 members
of the Chamber of Deputies; Germany, with a population of
49,428,470, has 397 members in the Reichstag; Italy, with a popu-
lation of 30,533,848, has 508 members in the Chamber of Deputies;
Spain, with a population of 17,565,632, has 431 members in Con-
gress, the representative body of the Cortes; Austria-Hungary has
a population of 42,762,886 and has two parliaments.

e representative part in Austria has 353 members and in
Hungary 453. In other words, the representative branch of every
at government in the world to-day is larger than ours, and we
ave to-day proportionately the smallest representative body in
the world, What will our citizens think when they consider that
the citizen of England, Germany, France, Spain, Italy, and Aus-
tria is more nearly represented than they? hat will they think
of Representatives who boast of the greatness of our country and
the beauties of our Government and then by their votes say our
people shall have fewer Representatives than any other great na-
tion of the world to-day? It seems to me that this fact alone
should condemn the proposition,

Why would a slight increase in the present membership hinder
the dispatch of business in this House? Every member knows
that the business of the House is very largely done in committees,
and that these committees expedite business rather than the House
itself. “Theincrease of even one member on each committee would
not hinder nor delay the enactment of legislation. As a matter of
fact, it is an open question whether or not there is not too much
business done here, rather than too little. It would be probably
far better for the country if a great deal of the legislation which is
enacted were not consummated, One thing is assured, and that
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is that the increase of 10, 20, or 30 members in this body will not
unreasonably delay or hinder the passage of any measure of im-
portance to the people.

There is no question but that a %raat part of the business of
this House is done with only a small proportion of its membership
present. During this Congress there have been only a few meas-
ures that have called forth the entire strength or the greatest
membership of the House. It is also true that measnres deserv-
ing of the consideration of all the members of the House and in
which the whole country is interested are given consideration by
the entire membership, and, as a usunal thing, the full body of the
House is recorded upon such measures.

Such was true in the noted Roberts case;.such was true in the
Porto Rican legislation, and such will also be the case in matters
in which the whole people of this country consider themselves
vitally interested.

Is it thought that with 30 more members there would have
been less dispatch in the Roberts case or there would have been
less ready action in the Porto Rican matter than with the 3577 1
think not. It may be true that there might be a little more inde-

ndent action upon the part of members of this House if the mem-

rship were somewhat increased, As everyone knows, the
business of this House is practically controlled by not exceeding
a dozen members in this body. They say what legislation shall
be considered. They say when it shall be considered. They say
whether or not it shall be passed. And especially matters that
partake to a certain extent of partisanship are considered in such
a way as to almost compel members to vote against their honest
judgment.

If an increase in the membership would bring a little more in-
dependence of thought and action, it might be much better for the
people. The Speaker of the House would have just as much power
with an increased number as he has now, and it rests very largely
with him to say what legislation shall be considered, when it shall
be considered, and whether or not it shall be passed. We havea
membership now of 3857, the Senate has a membership of 90, and
yet in the dispatch of business, in consideration an age of
important measures, the House will certainly favorably compare
with the Senate,

It is true that with an increased membership there would also
be an increased expense, and yet in a matter that involves the
rights of the people and the right of participating in the Govern-
ment this is a question that shounld not and will not have any
weight with the people. Every man would be willing to pay a
little more in order to retain more of that inviolable right of self-
government, Furthermore, each Representative in this House
now represents abont 173,000 people. With 357 members, with
the present population, he would represent about 208,000 people.
This is as much as any man can reasonably represent and do jus-
tice to his constituents, especially where he has a diversity of in-
terests in his district. If you make no increase in the member-
ship, then you will find each member getting further and further
away from his people and his constituency, doing less for each one
of them, and becoming less and less a r:gresentative of the people.

With a gradual increase of membership we keep closer to the

eople. We know more of their wants and have more time to

ook after their necessities. It may be that some of the members
from some of the districts of this country have but very little to
do that directly affects their constituency. They can give their
attention to matters of general legislation, but it is different with
me. TheconstitnencyIrepresent are directly interested in almost
every matter of national legislation coming before Congress.

Istherea River and Harbor Committee? Our people are directly
interested in appropriations made by that committee, Istherean
Interstate Commerce Committee? We are directly interested in
its business, work, and legislation in the waglof commerce, light-
houses, life-saving stations, etc. Is there a Military Committee?
‘We have our Army posts and fortifications to look after. Is there
a Naval Committee? We have battle ships to build and navy-yards
to maintain. We have public lands, arid lands, Indian affairs,
forest reserves, and claims of all kinds, We have i;reat mining
interests, manufacturing interests, fishing interests, lnmber inter-
ests, and almost every industry in which the people of any section
of this country are interested.

Some eay that our Hall is not large enough. If that be true, we
must make it larger. Representation in this country can not be
restricted by wooden walls. If this room can not be made lar,
enough, the people will say and demand that we shall build
another that is large enough. Shall we say that our legislative
body and the Government of which we are so proud shall be less
than that of the Monarchies of Europe? Shall we say that the
participation of the citizen of this country in the administration
of its Government shall be less than in the Governments of the Old
World? Will we be justified in saylng that the citizen of this
country shall have less to say in the enactment of legislation for
his Government than a citizen of those countries?

When the number 356 was adopted in 1890 there was no thought

then in the minds of the members of the House of Representa-
tives that there should be no further increase except by the admis-
sion of new States. There were some, it is true, who thought
that the House was large enough, and yet they were very few.
Mr. Frank, of Missouri, stated, ‘‘But as long as Congress in-
dulges in special class legislation in private bills instead of con-
fining itself to general and national legislation, it is absoluta!y
indispensable that the number of Representatives be increased.”

And Representative Taylor said, ‘‘And if you will look over
the increase in representation made from decade to decades, you
will find that we have had to the present membership almost pre-
cisely the average number in the increase made from time to time
during the last hundred years.”

Mr. Tillman, of South Carolina, said, referring to the size of the
House and its increase: * It is so in England, from whom we in-
herit every institution that is worth preserving or worthy of
praise,” and he was in favor of making the House a body com-

of 600 members and the Senate of 300.

What is the object and purpose of an apportionment bill? The
Constitution says Representatives shall be apportioned among the
several States according to their respective numbers, etc. The
object of every bill, of course, is to carry ount this provision of the
Constitution, and, leaving out now the question as to whether or
not the membership shall stay as it is and taking the f)osition that
it shounld be increased and arguing in favor of the bill reported by
the minority, let us see which measure comes nearer to carrying
out the intention of the Constitution.

The only real question to be considered is that this apportion-
ment shall be made according to population. The power of the
State, the wealth of the State, the manufactures of the State
have no bearing upon this proposition. The State that has the
people is the State entitled to representation, whether it has the
material wealth or not.

It has been endeavored in the past to apportion these Represent-
atives by some mathematical system, and the majority of the com-
mittee reported in favor of making this :ggortionment according
to the system which they say has been used in the ﬁsst. That is,
to first determine the membership of which the House shall be
composed and then apply that number successively to the popula-
tion of the different States; then again to apply it to the fractions,
giving representation to every major fraction and the number
determined upon as reached, and then stop.

An examination of the debates in connection with the appor-
tionments in the past and an examination of the tables submitted
in the report of the committee show that no system has ever yet
been devised that has carried ont the provision of the Constitu-
tion. It seems to me, from the very nature of things, that it is
absolutely impossible to devise a mathematical system by which
injustice will not be done. The population of the various States
is not based upon any mathematical system. Each one has to be
considered independently of the other, and from this naturally
results the fact that no mathematical system can be applied to
them in this apportionment.

Furthermore, the argument of this question proceeds appar-
ently upon the theorythatthe people composing these fractionsare
not represented at all. Thisis not thecase., The Representatives
are not apportioned to the districts, but to the States, which are
divided into districts so that all the people of the State are repre-
sented; and it seems to me that the real difficulty is to secure an
apportionment of the Representatives to the State in such a way
that when the State is divided into districts there will be as little
difference among all the various districts of the State and the
nation as possible. Inother words, if we could so apportion the
Representatives that each district would have exactly the number
that could be represented by one member, this would be in exact
accord with therequirements of the Constitution. Asit is impos-
sible to do this, then it seems to me that we should get as near to
it as possible. If we have to do violence to any mathematical sys-
tem in order to do if, it is but our plain duty to see that it is done,
as justice should be placed above mathematics in such a matter,

Now, let ns compare the two bills presented to the House. Un-
der the bill represented by the committee the district with the
least tElopulatim:x would bein Vermont, with a populationof 171,820,
and the district with the highest population would be in Colorado,
with 269,551, Thus the variation between the lowest and highest
district would be 97,731 people. By this you see that a Congress-
man in Vermont represents 171,820 people, while a Congressman
in Colorado represents 269,551 people. In the State of Colorado
there are 92,451 and in the State of Washington there are 85,966
more people in the district than in Vermont, :

Under the bill submitted by the minority the lowest district has
171,820 people, the same as in the majority and in the State of
Vermont, and the largest district would be in Rhode Island, with
214,278 people, or a variation between the lowest and highest of
only 42,458, Leaving out States with but two Congressmen, the
variation in the committee bill is 191,760 for the lowest, West Vir-
ginia, and the highest, 231,488, in Maine, or a difference of 39,728;
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while under the minority bill the lowest is 173,080, in Arkansas,
and the highest is 203,188, in Alabama, or a difference of 30,000,
Now, it seems to me that under the minority bill, with so much
difference in the variations, the Representatives are more nearly
apportioned to the different States in accordance with the spirit
of the Constitution than in the majority bill. While it is true
that the principle adopted by the magonty has been used in the
past, yet it never has been used in the way now applied by the
majority.

There were two reasons given in 1890 for the selection of the
number 356, and they were considered as the main reasons, first,
because, taking the number 856 and applying it as a rule which re-

nired that no State with a fraction greater than a major fraction
ould be left without representation for that major fraction.
This is not true under the committee bill. In fact, thereare three
States with a majority fraction for which they get no representa-
tion, and the injustice of applying this ironclad rule is manifest
when we see that Colorado, with a fraction of 121,367, is given no
representation, while Michigan, with a fraction of 123,434, is given
an additional Represenfative.

In other words, 2.067 people in Michigan gives Michigan an
additional Representative. It would be much more just and
e?itable to give to Colorado an additional Representative instead
of Michigan, and it would make each citizen of Colorado and
Michigan more nearly represented according to the spirit of the
Constitution than under the bill of the committee. As it is, it
takes 269,551 people in Colorado for 1 Representative, while in
Michigan it only takes 201,748 for 1 Representative. As a mat-
ter of fact, the rule adopted by the majority, if applied at all,
should give increased representation to the smaller States having
the majority fraction, first, because their fraction will be divided
among fewer Representatives than in the larger States, and in
this way the relative influence of each citizen in the conduct of
the Government would be more naarl){,ﬁtilun.lized.

The apportionment in the minority bill is made in accordance
with the rule of the majority, except that,in order to take care of
two major fractions, the bill arbitrarily gives 2 Representatives
totwodifferent States. This has been in the interest of justice. Of
course, according to the majority’s theory, this does an injustice
to other States, and this arises from the argument that a major
fraction is not represented at all if no Representative is allowed
forit. But when we go to divide the States into districts in ac-
cordance with the bill of the minority we find that the districts
are more nearly of a uniform size than under the bill of the ma-
jority.

The unreliability of this so-called system is glaringly illustrated
in the fact that if the membership of the House should be fixed at
_ 856, or less, Colorado would gain a member; if fixed at 357 she

would not gain a member, and if fixed at 358, or more, she would
gain 1 member., ;

The honorable chairman of this committee, in order toshow the
injustice of the Burleigh bill, tock 173,617, the number of persons
to which 1 Representative is accorded under the Burleigh bill in
Maine, and applied it to the States of New York, Pennsylvania,
Illinois, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Ohio, Texas, and Iowa, and by
computation showed that if eachof these States were givena Rep-
resentative for each 173,617, they would be entitled to more Repre-
sentatives than are given each of them by the Burleigh bill. He
claimed that this was very unjust and appealed to them for their
votes on behalf of his bill by reason of this alleged injustice. He
refused to make any comparison with the number of people that
his bill requires in the State of Washington to make 1 Representa-
tive, to wit, 257,786, He refused to show that by applying this
ratio toeach of these States they wonld be really entitled toa much
gmaller number of Representatives than are given by his bill,

But let us take exactly the same method of argument upon his
bill thathe took upon the Burleigh bill and see whether or not he has
acted fairly by these large States according to his own argnment.
Under his bill Vermont has 1 Representative for every 171,820

ple. Now, let us apply that same ratio to each of these other
tates, because if Vermont is entitled to 1 Representative for
each 171,820 people, should not each of these other States be enti-
tled to 1 for that number? Theyshould according to his argu-
ment.

How does his bill treat them? Applying thisratio to New York
it wounld be entitled to 42 Representatives; he gives if only 33.
Pennsylvania wounld be entitled to 36, and that without counting
fractions; he gives it only 80. Illinois would be entitled to 28; she
gets 23, Iowa would be entitled to 12; she gets 11, Minnesota
would be entitled to 10; she gets 8. Massachusetts wounld be en-
titled to 16; she gets 13. Texas would be entitled to 17; she gets
15; and carrying it further, Missouri would get 17; she gets 15.
‘Wisconsin would get 12; sheﬁt: 10, California wonld get 8, with
a largefraction; she gets 7. ichigan would get 14, while she gets
12. Indiana would get 14; she gets 12, Colorado 8, with a large
fraction, but she gets 2. Florida 3, and she gets 2. The States of
North Dakota, Montana, Maine, and Connecticut with their popu-
lation would be entitled to 12; t-iley get 9. Colorado, Florida, and

gashingé‘on would beentitled to 10, giving 1 for the major fraction;
e t
ﬁrlg tgga Burleigh bill is in the frying pan the Hopkins bill is in the

e.

1t seems to me that the proper method to make this apportion-
mentis by determining the ratio of population for each Representa-
tive and apply this ratio to each State, taking the number resulting
therefrom and add to it 1 Representative for each major frac-
tion. This is a simple rule. It isa justrule. It is easy of appli-
cation. It involves no paradoxes and does substantial justice to
all as nearly as can be, and is constitutional, as stated by Mr,
Webster,

If you take 194,000 as the ratio for each Representative, then
giving one Representative for each 194,000 and major fraction
would give a membership of 387 and would leave no State with a
major fraction for which no Representative isgiven. Under such
an apportionment the representation would be just as it is in the
Burleigh bill with the exception of Iowa, which would have 12.
Under this apportionment the State with the largest number of
people toeach Representative would bz Rhode Island,with 214.278,
or a variation of 20,278 above the ratio. The State with the few-
est number of people to one Representative is North Dakota, with
one Representative for 157,217, or a variation below the ratio of
86,773, Total variation between the highest and lowest districts,
57,051, Under the Hopkins bill the highest number of people to
one district is in Colorado, with 269,551, or a variation above the
ratio of 60,633, while the State with the lowest district is Vermont,
with 171,820 people, or a variation below the ratio of 37,048, or a
total variation between the highest and lowest districts of 97,681,

Leaving out the small States with 4 Representatives and under,
we find the following extreme variation under this method of ap-
portionment:

Alabama has 1 Representative for 203,188, or a variation of 9,188
above the ratio, while Nebraska, with 178,080 people to 1 Repre-
sentative, or a variation below the ratio of 15,911, or a total varia-
tion between the highest and lowest of only 25,099. Under
the Hopkins bill Sonth Carolina has 1 Representative to every
223,386, or a variation of 14,518 above the ratio, while West Vir-
ginia has 1 Representative to every 181,760, or a variation below
the ratio of 19,108, or a total variation between the highest and
lowest districts of 33,626.

If you give 1 Representative for every 194,000 and major frac-
tion yon have a House of 387 members, and give full representa-
tion to 151,770 more pa;?le than under the Burleigh bill. And you
violate no mathematical system in so doing. By adding 1 more
member to the Burleigh bill for the large fraction belonging to
Iowa you accomplish the same thing so far as representation is
concerned, except that still you give full representation appar-
ently to 55,919 less peogle than by the above method, In fact,
however, you give each State exactly the same representation,
and therefore result is exactly the same. In the one case the
result is brought about entirely by a mathematical system. In
the other you follow the mathematical system a certain lengih,
drop it, and then add the other Representativesarbitrarily, butin
the interest of justice.

If you apportion the Representatives by giving 1 for every
210,500 and each major fraction, you will have a House of 358 mem-
bers and give full representation to 344,474 more people than by
the Hopkins bill. Does not that come nearer to giving substantial
justice? No State is left with a major fraction unrepresented nor
is any mathematical system violated. Why did not the majority
of the committee take this method, and provide for a House of 358
members rather than of 357? Were you afraid to increase the
House by one more member? Did yon think he would add very
much to the uproar of which you so much complain? Would he
cause the Speaker much more trouble? Would he bind more
tightly the rules of this House about the gentleman from Iowa?

ould it not have been more just, wonld 1t not have been more
scientific, if the committee had framed its bill in this way? It
seems to me so.

Now, Mr. Speaker, even if I were opposed to the further in-
crease in the membership of this House, I could not support the
Hopkins bill. In my judgment this bill is not only unjust, nun-
fair, and paradoxical, but it is also unconstitutional. The com-
mittee, in their report, state that their method was favored by
Daniel Webster, and have quoted from a report made by him.
It seems to me that Mr, Webster is practically azainst the posi-
tion of this committee. They have left out three States with ma-
jor fractions. Mr. Webster said that this was unconstitutional.

In this report which they quote he used this langunage:

And the exact proportion of the State, being thus decimally expressed. will
also show to a mathematical certainty what integral number comes nearest
to such exact proportion.

Clearly stating that each State is entitled to that representation
which comes nearest to this decimal fraction. He further said,
as shown by the report of this committee:

The rule adopted by the committee says out of the whole number of the
Congress that number shall be apportioned to each State which comes near-
est to its exact right according to its number of people.
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This bill does not conform to that rule. It does not give to
Colorado, Florida, and North Dakota the number of Representa-
tives which comes nearest to the exact right of each one of these
States, and therefore it is unconstitutional. Mr. Webster stated
in his report the following, which is not contained in the report
of this committee and which clearly explains his position:

The rule has been frequentiy stated. Itmay be clearl{ expressed in either
of two ways. Let the rule be that the whole number of the ?r House
ghall be apportioned among the several States according to respective
numbers, giving to each State that number of members which comes nearest
to her exact mathematical part or proportion; or let the rule be that the

lation of each State shall be divided by a common divisor, and that, in
addition to the number of members resulting from such division, a member
ghall be allowed to each State whose fraction exceeds a moiety of the division.

The exact proportionof Missouri, in a general tation of 240, is 2.6—
that is to say, it comes nearer to members than to two, yet it is con-
fined to two. But why is not Missouri entitled tothat number of Represent-
atives which comes nearest to her exact proportion? Is the Constitution
fulfilled as to her while that number is withheld, and while.hat the same time,
in another State not only is that nearest number given, but an additional
member given also? Is it an answer with which the people of Missouri ought
to be satisfied when it issaid that this obvious injustice is the n result
of the process adopted by the bill? May they not say with pﬂe{y that
since tfrree is the nearest whole number to their exact right, to that number
they are entitled,and the process ywhich deprives them of it must be a wrong

rocess

It is true that there may be some numbers assumed for the composition
of the House of Representatives to which, if the rule were applied, the re-
i m“{i‘e‘%‘“&mm‘”{ 5 b dltering the propscd mumber by sadios

WAays correc is by a ng the num’
gge r%l it ing one from it, so that this can l?e considered no objection tg

e rule,

‘When the bill that made the present apportionment was before
the Senate in 1891 this same matter was under discussion. That
f-reat Senator from Minnesota, a statesman and a Constitutional

awyer, respected and honored by this whole country and now
gone beyond the river, in discussing this same question ar for
justice rather than mathematical precision. He even held that
States with larger minor fractions should be represented. To his
mind justice was far more important than the carrying out of the
mathematical system. He stated his opinion clearly as to what
rule should be followed in the following langnage, to wit:

Mr. President, I hold the true rule to be (of course, keeping always within
the bounds of a proper number of Representatives for an excess, and an un-
wieldy number can not be thought of for a moment) to consider that number
which will leave, or approximately leave, the largest unrepresented fraction
after everything has taken up, absorbed, and accounted for. And the
very fact that pausing at 356 leaves t.hr:;grmt States in the position which
I have indicated is, in my judgment, a cient, a.m‘fle, and convincing rea-
son to sacrifice the process to the constitutional end to be attained, instead
of sacrificing the constitutional end to the integrity and symmetry of the
process.

In discussing the constitutional matter, and no question can be
made as to his authority as a constitutional lawyer, he further
stated:

Otherwise stated, Mr. President, if it is constitutional to award to one State
or to several States membership on account of a fractional remainder of a
moiety or more of the ratio, it is unconstitutional in any instance or upon any
pretext to deprive another State having such a moiety or more, but less than
the favored State, for no other reason than that the process does not, to nse
a homely phrase, furnish enough togoaround. Insuch acase representation
is appuentl{appurt‘lonad according to numbers as to certain States, and is
unquestionably not apportioned according tonumbers as to the State that is
thus deprived.

The Congress of 1872 went much further than the Burleigh bill
asks this House to go, and was in harmony with the idea of Sen-
ator Davis in giving representation even to minority fractions,

Under the act of February 2, 1872, no State lost a member
except the States of New Hampshire and Vermont, and in the
report upon the supplemental of March, 1872, the committee said:

The recent action of Congress in in ing the size of the House to 288 in
order to save 8 States from a diminution in the number of their Representa-
tives has induced the committee to recommend a further increase of 9 mem-
bers, making the whole number 282, which is believed to be the smallest num-
ber that npon an equitable and constitutional apportionment will leave each
Btate with at least its present representation. New Hampshire and Florida
each had less than a moiety fraction, but the committee stated, * the commit-
tee aaaig{lnad 1to New Hampshire and 1 to Florida, making in all a House of
202" The reason for this is that greater injustice will be done these States
by v{ll;)t i{iv’mg it the additional Representative than to the other States by
giving

This bill became a law.

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the Hopkins
bill, It is unfair, it is unjust, it is paradoxical, and it is uncon-
stitutional. The Burleigh billis fair, it is just, and itis according
to the spirit of the Constitution. [Loud applause.]

Mr. BURLEIGH. I yield the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. GRIFFITH],

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I yield ten minutes of the time
to the gant.leman from Virginia &Mr. OTEYJ.

Mr. OTEY. Mr. Speaker, 1 had not intended to say anything on
the subject of the resolution introduced by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMsSTED], but in hisexplanation of his action,
which action tended to degrade and humiliate the people of the
Sounth, whom I in part represent on this floor, he said apologet-
ically in effect if not the exact words, and in extenuation of his
action, and toshow that he bore no malice against the Sounth, that
he had married a Southern woman and that the blood of his infant
gons was at least half Sounthern.

Having mentioned his family himself, I may be pardoned for

sayineﬁ that it must have chilled the pure blue Southern blood that
flowed in the veins of that portion of his family when it was
known that he was the first man to rise in this House and reopen
sectional strife. I venture fo say that when he has had more ex-
perience with the Sonth he will have the feeling which would stay
the hand that to-day would strike down a chivalrous and a noble

le; and he is not too old to live long enough to wish that the
resolution he introduced shounld be expunged from the records of
this House.

The Iegical end of all such agitationsis negro domination in
the South, which is hell on earth to the white men on the one
hand or a race war on the other. It means the reinstallation of
the carpetbagger; it means the reinstallation of that bastard son
of an abortion that was produced by a great revolution—a despi-
cable, loathsome, putrid agent of the demon of darkness and cor-
ruption. If means the coming of a buzzard gluttoned with
carrion, the descendants of those who, thirty-five years ago,
fastened their talons in the prostrate body of the South, like
those pitiless birds that fed upon the vitals of Prometheus when
his helpless form was chained to his rock.

Yes, it means the return of those buzzards, gluttoned with car-
rion, that are to-day following the calling of their diabolical dad-
dies in Cuba, the Philippine Islands, and in Porto Rico, who exude
such an odor that a mosquito shuns them. Yes, theyare somean
that the yellow-fever germs die in their presence. [Laughter.]
They are go loathsome that the smallpox microbes fly from them,
and if a snake bites one of them it k\ﬁg the snake. [Laughter.]

This is the picture that I would avoid. This is the picture that
the Olmsted resolution would draw. If the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania believed it, I know he would withdraw the resolution.
Their financial acumen consists in Rathbonizing freedmen’s funds
without detection, in Neelyfying negroes’ wages without bemg
caught. That is the condition of things that we must expect to
find when we pass such resolutions.

As for the Shattuc resolution, it seems that neither that nor the
Olmsted resolution will pass. They will not pass until the. fish
worm swallows the whale; not until the hare is outrun by the snail;
not until Dutchmen stop drinking beer, and not unln{ the billy

at butts from therear, [Laughter.] My friend SHATTUC; yes,

e introduced these resolutions, but I am surprised that they
should come from him, because such resolutions do not come gen-
erally from a chivalrous soldier.

Usually such resolutions emanate from a man who has never
heard the rattle of musketry or the shriek of shell. The gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. SHATTUC] and I shot at each other from 1861
to 1865—figuratively speaking, anyhow. When an old Confed-
erate soldier has an ounce or two of Federal lead in his body, as I
have the honor to have, and when a Federal soldier has his
gravity increased by an ounce or so of Confederate metal, asI
assume his gravity is, then it warms their hearts to each other, and
veither would degrade the other if he could. So I was sm?tll;iaed
at the gentleman infroducing this resolution, because such things
are left generally to camp followers and bombproof experts.

But it seems that his resolution ran into the resolution of the
genfleman from Pennsylvania, and it seems that the Pennsyl-
vania resolution ran into his, and so it was that a paroxysm of
}miu occurred to both, as the éclat expected by each was smashed.

t reminds me of the two bicycle riders who were going alon
Pennsylvania avenue a short time ago. Both were cross-eyed an
did not know exactly what they were going to strike. Like these
two bicycle riders in this House, they came up smash against each
other. One fell one way and one fell the other. The first one
said, *“ Why the hell didn’t you look where you weregoing?”’ The
other one got up and said, ** Why the hell didn’t you go where you
were looking?” [Laughter.]

Iwant to say to this House now that solemnly they got up here
and bound themselves to give me thirty minutes, yet here I am
cut off with a paltry twelve. Who can enlighten this House in
twelve minutes? [Lag?hter. Here, sir, I have been waiting to
enlighten this body. Now, Mr. Speaker, I want to say that I was
entitled to the time of a committeeman, one hour, and T called
the attention of the Igentleman to it who had the division of the
time; but, I said, “I will only use forty minutes of it.” He said,
¢ Sir, I will guarantee you thirty minutes.” When the time came
I did not rest entirely on that, but I got up and told the chairman
that I would object to any arrangement unless he would give me
thirty minutes, He said, ** You will be taken care of.”

The action of that committee and the action of that gentleman
who controls the time on this side and the action of Mr, HOPKINS
bound this House to give the ‘‘ gentleman from Virginia ” thirty
minutes. Now, are yougoing backon it? If you do, let any man
rise in his place and say so. I wait for areply. There is none.
[Laughter.] Therefore 1 have thirty minutes. Now, having
thirty minutes, I will proceed to discuss the bill. [Laughter.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Virginia
expired. [Laughter.]

Mr. OTEY. Mr. Speaker, have I not the unanimous consent of
the House for thirty minutes?
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Thte?i SPEAKER. The gentleman’s request has not been sub-
mitted.

Mr, OTEY. Iask unanimous consent, then, for twenty min-
utes and that the time for taking the vote be extended until half
past 8. This House has not heard me on this bill, and members do
not know what they are missing. [Laughter.i[r

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks unan-
imous consent that the time for debate be extended until half
past 3, he tohave fifteen minutes of the time. Is there objection?

Mr, HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I am very sorry that the condi-
tions are such that I shall be compelled to object. When the ar-
rangement was made the time was equally divided, and my under-
standing was that the gentleman stated that the other side would
give him thirty minutes.

Mr. OTEY. No, sir; yon told me that I should have it.

" The SPEAKER. Objection is made.

Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. . -

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts, I ask the gentleman
from Illinois what is the special haste about getting a vote on this
bill to-day? =i

The SPEAKER. That is not a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr, OTEY. When framing anﬂelaw due regard should be paid
to the paramount natural law. gislate in violation of the nat-
ural law and you attempt a miracle. There is no power outside
of the limitations of natural law.

Race prejudice or antagonism is a natural law, and as unchange-
able as the law of gravitation. Its purpose was to preserve
the integrity of the species ﬁ placing in the breast of every dis-
tinct creation antipathy to the rest. Without this safeguard
human races would long since have degenerated into a conglom-
erate race of mongrels; deteriorating till extinction would have
purged the world of such monstrosities. No one knows this bet-
ter than the gantlemnn from North Carolina [Mr. PEArsox]. If
not so, why does a white man or woman not marry the negro?

The theoryisoccasionallyadvanced that the antagonism between
the races is due to the prejudice based npon the negro's former
condition of slavery. In refutation we cite the fact that all white
communities entertain a deep feeling of sympathy for the negro
while he resides elsewhere, but send him to his friends in suffi-
ciently large numbers to make his presence felt and the same nat-
ural aversion and discrimination soon develop. The former free
States of the Union worked themselves into a state of fine frenzy
on account of the wrongs committed npon their brother in ebony
in the former slave States. We sent him to them.

The more we send the less we hear of Southern atrocities, and,
strange to say, there is occasionally wafted to us intimations of
race riots ang rly'no::hing:a north of Mason and Dixon’s line. Have
the morals of our former mentors become more lax since the time
when their publicists and editors wasted theirink and exposed their
ignorance? Or, does a fellow-feeling make us wondrous kind?

Is there no solution of the &_roblem consistent with political
equality and absolute justice? None whatever.

Justice itself is merely relative. It can exist between equals,
It can exist among homogeneous people. Among unequals—
among heterogeneouns people—it never has and, in the very nature
of things, it never will obtain. It can exist among lions, but be-
tween lions and lambs, never, If justice were absolute, lions must
of necessity perish. Open his ponderous jawsand find the strong
teeth which God has made expressly to chew lamb’s flesh! When
the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals shall have
overcome this difficulty, men may hope to settle the race question
along sentimental lines—not sooner. So much for the negro.

These thoughts on the negro are from the pen, in the main, of
one who has studied the negro question, and it was after I heard the

entleman from North Carolina, and after the introduction of the
%rumpacker bill, that they occurred to me peculiarly appropriate.

Now, as to the bill under discussion. T

Mr. Speaker, since Mr. Lincoln uttered those striking words, we
have been wont to repeat that ours is a “ Government by the peo-
ple, of the people, and for the people,” and any casual observer,
without considering the details of the matter, wounld at least infer

that the le of this great and free nation had more to do di-
rectlfr with the administration of affairs of government than the
people of any other enlightened country on the globe.

1t is a notable fact, however, that of the hundreds of thousands
of officials who do administer the functions of governmentin this
great Republic, the only single one for whom the people can di-
rectly vote is their Representative in the House of Representa-
tives—their member of Congress.

He may, indeed must, delegate to another all right of which he
may be possessed to vote for President and Vice-President, but
he has no voice as to who shall hold the powerful positions in the
Cabinet, none as to who shall be the Chief Justice and associate
justices of the Supreme Court, or United States judges of circnif

or district courts; ambassadors, ministers, or consuls abroad;

Senators of the United States, collectors, customs officers, mar-
shals, postal and other minor officials—not even indirectly a voice
as to who shall be a fourth-class postmaster, except he has the
right of petition, which is accorded criminals.

t seems strange that such conditions should exist in our Re-
publie, and this Hopkins bill—I call it Hop bill for short—pro-
Esea to further curtail the rightsand abridge the power conceded

e people without any good and sufficient reason why this wrong
should be inflicted. Answers to such an inguiry come—

First., Expense. I was not a little surprised, coming from the
source re&ported—thm side of the Chamber—that the question of ex-
Eense had been raised, that the addition proﬁosed in the substitute

ill would largely increase the burdens of the taxpayer. I would
pass this by without comment except for the very narrowness of
the contention.

The increase of 20 members under the Burleigh bill is an in-
crease of eight-tenths of 1 per cent of the membership, and would
entail the monumental burden of two-tenths of 1 cent capita
of the constituencies of this country, and I hardly think such
‘“‘straining at a nickle gnat and swallowing a $2,000,000 camel”
worthy of further notice. Like a narrow-necked bottle, the less
there is in it the more fuss it makes in getting it out.

To my Democratic friend I would say that—

Second. It is urged that 357, provided for in the Hopkins bill,
will leave the electoral college practically as it now stands, while
886, as in the substitute bill, will give the Republicans a net gain
of 10 over that which now obtains. This may have a tendency to
make some of them favor the Hopkins bill. It is clear that both
suggestions assume that such States as New York, New Jersey,
Connecticut, Indiana, West Virginia, Kansas, South Dakota, and

erhaps others are to remain forever, or at least ten years, Repub-
1Can.

if this be so, then Democrats are no worse off with 387 than
with 857; for as the electoral cullege now stands, what hope can
Democracy have with the above States, or even half of them,
Republican?

It is, however, wonderfully strange that the Republican leaders
in this House have been unable to perceive this great advantage
to be gained under the 386, or substitute bill. If 386 is to give
their party an irrevocable deed to the electoral votes of certain
States that will give them a permanent gain of 10, does anyone
for a moment suppose that they would be so blind as not to see,
go deaf as not to hear?

No one accuses them of any want of political sagacity and of
that unselfish devotion to abstractions that would make them
forgetful of practical politics. They are not so steeped in the
wealth of patriotism as to permit their party fealty to be ruth-
{;asly rt:.vished. They know the difference between a bone and a

nquet,

Third. It is contended that this Chamber is too small to admit
of 386 membership. Can it be possible that statesmen fail to rec-
ognize that a new life begins with every second, and with it new
and greater responsibilities; and must it besaid that men of broad
minds propose to measure these increasing and momentous respon-
sibilities so as to make them conform to the number of square
feet in a room?

It is not the size of the human body that measures the soul
within; it may be domiciled in the frame of a giant and yet be so
small as to rattle in a mustard seed; and yet the big soul and broad
mind may be crowded in the body of a pigmy and still possess the
divine fire of Him in whose image it was created.

You forget that the cramped space and damp-stained walls of
the attic are sacred to the memory of noble names, and, as I re-
member to have read, that Haydn grew up in one: Addison and
Goldsmith plied their pens in such lofty abodes; Dickens was no
stranger to them; Hans Andersen dreamed his fancies beneath
their sloping roofs, and Burns, Hogarth, and Watt made garrets
nurseries of genius. They counted not on square feet.

Fourth. We are told that the loss of representation is not hurt-
ful and is nothing uncommon. We are referred to the fact that
Massachusetts once had 20 members of Co and was cut
down to 10, that Virginia had 23 and was abridged to 9, and that
the plan suggested by a majority (of one) in the committee has
the sanction of sixty years ago. But I may be permitted to re-
marlma;t the past is gone from us forever. It is * gathered and
garnered.”

It is the glamour of the past that makes antiqgnated beings prate
so much of the days when they were young, and it is the mirror
of long ago that reflects the images of the impossible and imprac-
ticable. The world is pictured as getting worse and worse since
it was created and as a most delightful abode when it was thrown
oFen to the public. I shall expect to hear the venerable chairman
of the Census Committee yet proclaim that sixty years ago the
moon was like a drunkard, always full, and, like a diamond, shone
brightly three hundred and sixty-five nights in the year. How-
ever, it should be remembered that in everyapportionment made
since 1793 increased representation has been accorded by this
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House, and we are not even following precedent, and the Hopkins
bill has not the sanction even of sixty years, as claimed,

But the past belongs to us nomore, and we are not now moving
in the plane of threescore years ago. If so, let us discard the
advances made in steam, heat, light, and electricity, and resume
the stagecoach and rowboat, the sickle and wooden plow; destroy
the locomotive and steamship, the reaper and binder and the cot-
ton gin, the telegraph and telephone, and forget that we produced
a Franklin, Fulton, and Eli Whitney, a McCormick and Morse,
Edison and Bell, a Maury, Peabody, and Goodyear, with scores of
others who together formed the most brilliant galaxy of the nine-
teenth century. Sixty years ago, indeed! Ever since Adam’s
sixty-first birthday the cry has been, ** Give us back the good old
days of sixty years ago.”

mmon sense is our best guide, and in these times of great prog-
ress there should be no retrograde movement, out of respect for
the loose-robed fathers of the past, who lived in ‘‘sun-kissed tents
amid lowing herds, while the earth was not yet laden with trouble
and wrong,” and before there was a free people. No valid or sub-
stantial reason has been given or can be adduced for forcing the
loss of a single Representative on any State, and this sixty years
cry has less of force init than any attempted. If there was good
cause for 10 Representatives ten years ago, there is more cogent
reason for it now.

‘Where it so happens that a State has so increased in population
as to warrant an increase in representation, the substitute bill
accords it, and no injustice can be done them by not reducing
representation in a State whose population has not d d

e profess to be nearer the people, and to be the most liberal
to them (and as I said in the outset, a Government of the people,
by the people, and for the people), and when we find that empires,

doms, and monarchies give more liberal representation than
we do, it is in order to ingunire what can justify such abridgment
of the people’s rights as is provided for in the Hopkins bill.

Glancing at the tables which I read, it is seen that every one of
the great Epciwel‘ts of Europe gives more liberal representation than
we do. Every one of them is more densely populated than we

are. Every district has a smaller area than our districts have,

thus rendering the labors of a representative in a marked degree | Texas

less burdensome and easier to be performed.

These tables show that under the substitute bill ounr ratio will
be 60,000 more than the largest in Europe; under the Hopkins
bill our ratio will be 76,000 more than the largest in Europe; un-
der the substitute bill our ratio will be 153,000 more than the
smallest in Europe; under the Hopkins bill our ratio will be 167,000
more than the smallest in Europe,

The chairman says that 895 is the only number that will do
equal and exact justice to all. Now, if this be so, why not make
it 805? Who will be hurt by it? Talk of the House becoming a
mob because of increasingit 38! Will he accept an amendment to
this effect?

And then all this scientific figuring! Everybody knows that it
is proven with mathematical exactness by figures, that the asymp-
totes of the hyperbola gets nearer and nearer it constantly, and

yet never reaches it, which in practice is absurd.
sl Néumher Nrnm'har P Ig‘umber
'op of repre-| of popu- | Popula- (of square
Country H tion (dis- | senta- lat?(?nto tion per | miles to
Ny or Dadon. carding | tivesin |each rep-| square |each rep-
fractions).| lower |resenta-| mile. |resenta-
house, tive tive.
, 500, 000 670 61,000 818 180
, 500, 000 584 66, 000 188 Ho
, 800, 000 508 63, 000 -1 20
, 900, 000 458 41,000 140 20
, 800, 000 433 74,000 27 310
4 500, 000 431 41,000 88 450
. 900,000 45| 52,000 206 273
German Empire............| 52,000,000 807 | 182,000 250 527
United States:
NOW .. .ic.ccceeesees-.| 15,500,000 857 | 208,000 2 a 8,000
As proposed ........_...| 75,500,000 104, 21 a 7,600
Now,including Alaska.| 75,500,000 357 | 208,000 21 9,770
Asproposed .....o-....- 75, 500,000 387 | 1,000 21 8,040

a Not including Alaska and Indian Territory.

Number of square miles represented bytn_each member of the lower house in each
nation.

Germanl Bmplee - o e s e i Ll S s st e e
United States:
Not including Alaska and Indian Territory—
i: 357, present numbal; ............................................ %.%
B8 prondesd mnmban . L e A At s Yy
Xlasks and

The chairman says those States that lose are the ones making
all the opposition to the Hopkins bill. Well, how about those
who gain under the fermenting influence of the Hopkins bill—
for short, the Hop bill.

It is well known that members have more than they can now
efficiently attend to. If we had a membership that would justify
each member being on only one committee, who doubts that the
work before committees wounld be greatly expedited. Then, too,
why should not Congress meet on the 4th of March—the day their
pay begins—and attend to public business, and not waif till De-
cember and have a short session, when nothing beyond appropria-
tion bills can be attended to.

This table shows the States affected by the apportionment bills,
tlhze figures opposite each showing the present voting strength in

e House:

1
it Unde:l'] i?lcrpk:h:m Under git;ll.astltute
member-

ship.

State.

Gain. | Loss. | Gain.

eleBilveras

Pennsylvania._ ...
South Carolina

2wEREa8B e

No. of No. of
members. members.
Adnbaranc oo oo oLl e Oregon L i s s S et
Delaware Rhodelsland...... .cocc.icescanncea B
11 | South Dakota
Idaho.... 1 |Ten
TIowa 11 |Otah ........
Michi 13 %? ’?.23&"" 1
gan._.. ik ¥ B e e
Montana .. 1 —_
Nevada 1 ) O i Sl 65
New Hampshir 2

This country may be likened to a great corporation having been
organized for certain specific purposes, with 15,000,000 stockhold-
ers. Unlike most corporations, it is a pauper, except that by the
vote of the stockholders it may collect money out of their pockets
for said purposes, and it has no right toacquire money in any other
way. In order that these stockholders may have an eye to their
own weal, they periodically assemble and a Eresident, vice-presi-
dent, and board of directors are selected, who in turn select the
officials to administer the affairsof the corporation. If hasacon-
stitution and laws limiting the gowara of officials, So every four
years we elect a President and Vice-President, and every two
years a board of directors (which we call the Hounse of Regigaent-
atives), and this board, together with a select board (which we
call the Senate), constitute the board of managers.

Each stockholder (or voter) holds exactly the same amount of
stock,and it is a criminal offense for him to sell, transfer, orin a.ng
way topart withit. He hasthe same power in selecting the boar
of directors as any other stockholder, but this power is circum-
scribed and confined to the selection of only one member of the
board. That is to say, he can vote for only one, but still he has
an equal power with others in determining as to how much money
must be taken out of his pockets to maintain the corporation and
as to how it is to be expended.

The man that sweeps the streets has as much legal power there-
fore as a Rockefeller, and the hod carrier can neuntralize the
power of a Vanderbilt in this respect. Why, then, should he be
shorn of an atom of this one single right? If it was as it is in
Great Britain, he would have three and one-half fold more; as in
France, threefold; as in Germany, one and one-half fold.

But it seems that such concessions are not to be given him, but

oi0 | on the contrary, *“that which he hath” is to be taken away. The
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Hopkins bill, read between the lines, in effect says of the individ-
ual stockholder or voter:
“ First. He hastoo many privileges now and he must be deprived
in part of that modicum of the distributive fluid called power now
by him, it being to subtle for hislimited intelligence.

Second. That in fact he does nof understand its use, and since
this has been made manifest the less he has of it the better.

Third. That the personal comfort of members of Congress must
be provided for before his rights are considered, and the sanctity
of this angust Chamber musft not be encroached upon by any
larger numbers,

ourth, That the present dimensions and the fragrance of the

foul air pervading it are to be maintained, notwithstanding arti-
ficial means have to be resorted to in order to pump the pure air
of heaven into its recesses, in the midst of which not a ray of the
sun ever penetrates.

Fifth, That busintss will be impeded if we accord him the fall
J:ntaaau?ﬂrl.rt e of his rights (but what business the deponent sayeth
not).

Sixth. His burdens of taxation will be increased if any other
bill or the substitute bill prevails (I may reiterate 2 mills per head
of constituencies), forgetting that no taxation can be imposed
without the consent of Representatives, and the more liberal the
mgermntaﬁon the more guarded the immunity from wrong.

venth. That complaint. will proceed only from denizens of
attics, tenements, and those who follow the plow, wield the pick,
ax, hammer, and saw—the emblems of poverty, but the imple-
ments of the acquisition of wealth—and it does not matter if they
are abridged in power.

Eighth, Paraphrasing Vanderbilt, it viriually says, the * com-
mon people be damned;” who cares whether or not to them *‘life
be worth living?*

Carry out such a theory as the Hop bill nﬁ»rovides to its legiti-
mate end, and to what will it come? Not oniy to the abridgment
of power now lodged in the people, but to a centralization of
power in the hands of the few, which was the dream of Hamilton,
and which found in Jefferson its most formidable antagonist and
implacable foe.

t will not be long when its influence will gemlat.e into State
autonomy and the power of governors and legislatures therein
will be a memory. %,'hy haveany at all? Why not a privy coun-
cil, county lientenants, a few messengers, which together would

form governmental functions?

I know, of course, that Congress has nothing to do with such
things now, but go on diminishing the power placed in the hands
of the&;eopla (who form the bone and sinew of the land) when it
is our duty to enlarge and extend it, and how long will it be when
we will have a *‘ government only of the few, by the few, for the

few.”

The unit of local self-government in the North, especially in
New England, is the rural township, governed directly by the vot-
ers who assemble annually (or oftener, if necessary) and legislate
on local affairs, levy taxes, make appropriations, appoint and in-
struct selectmen, clerks, school committees, etc. Townshivs are
grouped to form counties, each with a commissioner and other
paid officials.

In the South counties are generally the units, thongh subdi-
vided for educational and other specific purg:;ses, and certain of-
ficials have additional functions, such as the care of the poor,
superintendence of schools, ete.

n the Middle and Western States the two systems are blended,
the pablic lands in the West having been divided into townships 6
miles square. .

Why up all this expensive machinery? \

‘We now have the advantage of the full distribution of powerin
State governments, which is the sheet anchor of our liberties,
Home rule and local self-government in the States are assured as
long as thisdistribution of power is not diminished. The Hopkins
bill does not, aud under the Constitution can not, deal directly
with this subject except so far as the State is interested in its rep-
resentation in Congress. It strikes a blow at this, and if the in-
sidions want of principle which underlies this bill is to become
all- ading, how long will it be when county and State lines
will be obliterated and any apportionment no longer necessary?

God forbid that this day will ever come; but thp more you
abridge the power of the people, which the Hop bill does, the
nearer such a day approaches. Let us hope that, like the comet
that has passed its perihelion, it is off on its hyperbolic orbit, con-
tinually approaching its aphelion, but like the asymptote which
never reaches the curve, though constantly nearing it, it may fol-
low its example,

But coming back to a comparison with other nations, I observe
that in Great Britain one-sixth of her ulation vote; with us
one-fifth of ours perform this function. Now, if we should adopt
the ratio which Great Britain accords her peoB’l: with one-sixth
voting ulation, we would have to-day 1,246 Representatives in
this body, where we have onldy 857 under our ratio.

But if Great Britain should adopt our ratio with our one-fifth

voting ;fpuhﬁion. she would have 192 in the House of Commons,
where she now has 670.

Each representative in Great Britain covers an area averaging
178 square miles, while each member of Congress covers an area
in his representative capacity (nof including Alaska) averaging
7,600 square miles.

Area and density of population seem fo be entirely lost sight of
in the Hop bill. A Representative of the people in the United
States not only represents more people than the representative of
any other enlightened nation on earth, but he has to get over more
square miles fo attend to the wants of his people, and hence has
to undergo more labor to properly represent them than any other.

He represents now 112,000 more people than a representative
in Great Britain does, and under the Hop bill he will represent
147,000 more; he represents now 107,000 more peoHIa than a rep-
resentative in France does, and under the Hop bill he will repre-
sent 142,000 more; he represents now 110,000 more people than a
representative in Italy does, and uander the Hop bill he will repre-
sent 145,000 more; he represents now 132,000 more people than a
representative in Hungary does, and under the Hop bill he will
represent 167,000 more; he represents now 99,000 more people than
a representative in Prussia does, and nnder the Hop bill he will
represent 134,000 more; he resents now 132,000 more la
than a regresentative in Spain does, and under the Hop bill he will
represent 167,000 more; he represents now 121,000 more people than
a representative in Austria does, and under the Hop bill he will
represent 156,000 more; he represents now 41,000 more people than
a representative in the German Empire does (I mean in the popu-
lar branch of the legislative body of the Empire), and under the
Hop bill he will represent 76,000 more,

As to density of population, compare only the two great English-
speaking nations, England and Wales have 495 of the 670 mem-
bers of the House of Commons, The urban population (1890)
was 70 per cent, while in the United States it was 20 per cent
(census of 1890 is used, as England’s census of 1900 is not before
me&. In England and Wales 22 per cent lived in cities of 250,000
and aupward; 9 per cent lived in cities of 100,000 up to 250,000;
9.6 per cent lived in cities of 50,000 up to 100,000; 12.6 per cent
lived in cities of 20,000 up to 50,000; 8.3 per cent lived in cities of
10,000 up to 20,000; 8.9 per centlived in cities of 3,000 up to 10,000,

That is to say, the rural population in England and Wales is 30
per cent and the urban population is 70 per cent, while in the
United States the rural population is 71 per cent and the nrban
Po;mlah'on is 29 %er cent—conditions ost exactly reversed.

n England and Wales there are 358 towns of over 10,000 é}op-
nlation; in the United States there are 448 towns of over 8,000
population.

irty-two large towns in England and Wales, not including
London, have a population of 7,588,536, with an area of 543 square
miles—13,900 people per square mile—with 123 members in the
House of Commons. New York, with about the same population
now, with an area of 48,000 square miles—126 people per square
mile—has 84 members in this House,

I do not hesitate to affirm that 84 Representatives counld more
effectively attend to the wants of 7,500,000 people in an area of
543 square miles than 123 conld in an area of 48,000 square miles,

et the conditions are reversed and will be accentuated under the

opkins bill.
xamine, if you please, some grouping of States, and compare
results with England and Wales.

No. 1.—-Ma'§yland, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,
Florida, and Virginia: Population, 7,900,000; area, 242,000 square
miles; pulatio%?er squaremile, 32; number of representatives, 45.

England and Wales: Population, 7,900,000; area, 58,000 square
miles; population per square mile, 497; number of representatives,
123—over three-fourths less area, 465 more people per square
mile, 78 more representatives.

Take the most densely populated portion of the United States:

No. 2.—Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Rhode Island, Massa-
chusetts, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania:
Population, 17,000,000; area, 162,000 square miles; population per
square mile, 107; number of representatives, 100.

Great Britain, with 88,000,000 poin]ation, 120,000 square miles,
and 813 persons persquare mile—a little over twice the population
of group 2, one-third of the area. and three-fold more people per
square mile—has over six times the number of representatives,

I am aware that it will be contended that area has nothing to
do with the merits of the measure, and that density of population
is equally as foreign to the subject. Theoretically, this may be
so, but Sir Isaac Newton said that when theory comes in contact
with fact theory had to 1%2 And so we find it here.

1t is a fact, the more Representatives allotted to an area of tfer-
ritory, the more efﬁcieuglg will the people be served. And in
large areas sparsely settled, it is still more essential to have suffi-
cient representation, that they may be served promptly; and the
Hopkins bill overlooks the fact that we are servants, and not
rulers, and that it is theserving business, and not the ruling busi-
ness, in which we are engaged.
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I am not unmindful of the fact that our Constitution and laws
provide for an apportionment by population, but there is nothing
in either that forbids, in fact the spirit of both encourages, giving
to large areas of rural territory the largest and moét efficient rep-
resentation practicablein this body. Large rural population scat-
tered over extensive areas of territory ought to have the largest
measure of distributive power, that power which is the safety
valve of the Republic, and though much gas is let off by reason
of it, yet as long as it remains in the hands of the many instead of
the few, the people can not complain and will not suffer.

Do you wish to increase the ratio of representation becaunse you
think too much power now resides in 173,000 people or in 194.000?
Do you not know that the ratio proposed in the Hop bill curtails
and abridges this power just one-fifth? If the voter is a whole
man now, this bill proposes to make him a four-fifth man,
What will he say? He will see that his ratio is raised 35,000, and
yet less than twice 35,000 in monarchial England adds one whole
representative to the House of Commons.

n other words, the Hop bill allots for every 208,000 people 1
Representative. Yet for every 208,000 people Great Britain has
3.4 representatives; France, 3.1; Italy, 8.3; Hungary, 5; Prussia,
2.8; Austria, 4; Spain, 5; German Empire, 1.7, :

The individual voter will wonder why you are so jealous of
your own comfort, why so much solicitude about the size of the
Chamber, why so much anxiety about the electoral college, why
so suddenly struck with a fit of economy, why so much reverence
for three-score years of the past and so little for the present.

Talk about delay in business! If we had as many members as
now constitute the House of Commons—yes, 670—aye, if wehad a
hundred million people and a ratio of 100,000, which would make
this House 1,000 in membership, and would apply improved
methods, such as Americans applé1 in their own business, we
could and would do more business than we now do with 354, and
still be closer to the people. As paradoxical as it may appear and
yet as everyone admits, there is moreand more to do every year,
and yet it 1s pro to have fewer people to do it.

Idonot hesitate to say that the application of electrical de-
vices in this House, such as would enable us to vote **aye” and
““no’’ rapidly, as called for in a resolution introduced by me,
would save much time and kill the last lingering nerve of filibus-
tering.

Again, enlarging this Chamber would nof only facilitate busi-
ness, but it would give good and pure ventilation and tend to stop
the mortality of members, largely due to the foul air we breathe
and to the volume of carbonic acid gas which pours down upon
us from 12 m. to 5 p. m., and from the poisonous effects of which
there is no escape except to the cloakroom or the grave.

These things ought to be considered, and if time is given I am
sure remedial measures will be taken which will afford relief,
when provision will no doubt be made for a much larger number
of Representatives than even the substitute bill calls for.

The larger the number of Representatives the more thoroughly
will the people be served. I donot blame the President and the
Administration for the abuse of power placed in the hands of
Rathbone and Neely; but had this been in a Con ional dis-
trict and a Congressman been called on by the President to in-
dorse them it might have been different. You do not find such
cases where the Representative of the peopleis called on. He has
to keep watch over his district, and seldom it happens that fraud
and embezzlement and robbery is the outcome of the recommenda-
tion of a member of Congrms.

How melancholy one of you would feel had you been Rathboned
by one of your constitnents, honored by your confidence. But
here are Rathbone and Neely, responsible to no member for good
behavior. Did not they swim?

Such doinEa are not apt to occur under the watchful eye of a
member of Congress. He is very careful as to whom he recom-
mends for {Jlam that are subject to be embezzled and looted.

Personally I want to enter my appeal for Virginia. I appeal
for no increase, but for no decrease.

Beginning with the First Census, in 1790, with 13 States and 4
Territories, Virginialead with 747,610 population; in 1800, with 16
States and 4 Territories, Virginia lead with 880,200; in 1810, with
17 States and 7 Territories, Virginia lead with 974,600; in 1820, with
23 States and 38 Territories, New York lead with 1,372,111; in 1830,
with 24 States and 3 Territories, New Yorklead with 1,918,698; in
1840, with 26 States and 3 Territories, New York lead with
2,428,921; in 1850, with 30 States and 5 Territories, New York lead
with 8,097,394; in 1860, with 33 States and 8 Terrifories, New York
lead with 3,880,735; in 1870, with 37 States and 9 Territories, New
York lead with 4,382,759; in 1880, with 28 States and 8 Territories,
New York lead with 5,092,871; in 1890, with 44 States and 4 Ter-
ritories, New York lead with 5,997,853; in 1900, with 45 States and
8 Territories, New York lead with 7,268,012.

This old Commonwealth donated to the nation the t North-
west Territory, embracing what is now the States of Ohio, Indi-
ana, Illinois, ‘}mrta of Michigan, and Wisconsin.

It was in Virginia that first representative assembly was

XXXIV—i46

convened, in 1618, It consisted of the council and a body of rep-
resentatives, two from each of the eleven plantations into which
the colony was divided. Thisassemblyimposed taxes, considered
titions, and passed laws for the government of the colony.
hus Virginia led, and though nominally dependent on the King
and company, had an independent government of its own at this
early period. +

A State with such a record, I submit, should not at this late day
be cut down in its representation in the Congress of the United
States. Then, again, she was despoiled of her territory, violently
cut in twain, without authority of law, yet by ravages of war—
and I might add that she wounld have kept pace with the general
increase in population but for the fact that her good people were
so much‘‘kneaded” tofurnish the ‘*leaven” for the successful ris-
ing of the loaves of progress in other States that it has constantly
drained her, and but for Virginians many States would not have
the representative force they have to-day.

Indeed, they pride themselves on Virginia ancestry, But for
Virginians many now occupying seats on this floor would not be
here. ,Not infrequently, when introduced to a new member as
from Virginia, I am at once told that his ancestors were Virgin-
ians and he is proud of it.

Again I appeal to this House for the substitute bill because of
the injustice done sparsely settled rural or agricultural districts
by the Hopkins bill. There are nearly twice as many people en-
gaged in farming as in manufacturing, The area occupied by the
one is of necessity much larger than that of the other. It is with
much more ease and facility, with much less labor, that the Rep-
resentative of the densely populated and smaller area can admin-
ister tothe wants of his people than when conditions are reversed.

It is an easy job for a member of Congress in an area of 6 miles
square, or 36 square miles, to serve 173,000 people as compared
with one who has to serve 173,000 in an area of 20,000 square miles.
The one in a compact city like New York, Chicago, or Philadel-
phia can be in touch with his constituents by ‘phone, telegraph,
mail, or in person at any hour, but the other, with an area of
7,600 square miles (the average in the United States, not including
Alaska) has to be almost a *‘perpetual motion.” The Hop bill
increases all the difficulties now encountered, adds prominence to
the obstacles which should be removed.

In Virginia it not only adds to the number of people to beserved,

but in each district it increases the area 445 square miles,
. The Hop bill overlooks the great advance and progress making
in mining, lumber, coal, iron, forestry, manufactures, fisheries,
commerce, shipping and navigation, internal commerce, foreign
trade, rivers and harbors, utilization of the billion acres of public
lands, of our insular possessions, of science, literature, and art,
and ignores the power of taxation and appropriations, all of which
must of necessity be of great interest to the people, and all of
whquﬁldemand e very largest degree of representation for them
possible,

You need constant accretions to your stock of wisdom, and any
curtailment of this is to be greatly deplored. One member of this
Honse for every 100,000 people would be 760 members, and would
add greatly to the wisdom under this mighty Dome,

Rules can and will be made, room can and will be provided,
more business can and will be done, and done more expeditiounsly
and satisfactorily, just as necessity demands. Itis well known
that under 357 membership this House has done more business,
and done it more effectively and thoroughly, than under any for-
mer apportionment giving a less number.

Stephenson astonished England when he stated that his engine
would draw a train at the rate of 10 miles an hour. Now a train
running at 60 and 70 miles per hour passes by unobserved.

There are always mossbacks, and from all such ** good Lord de-
liver us.,” They believe in the past, for they live in it. Retro-
gression to them means progress. When they look back over the
long road traversed in the past they see no rugged rocks, no dan-
gerous %nags, no sharp stones, no shattered columns, no broken
shafts, but they live on the memory of the fragrance of ‘*the
roses left by the wayside, and the gentle tendrils waving in the
wind.” The present is full of briers and the future to them is to
be a crumbling ruin,

I protest against them and their creed. I protest against any
retrograde movement. To deprive a State of a single Represent-
ative is to go backward. Let us keep abreast with the steady
march of prog which in this nation has been without a par-
allel, and in which in the future it must be without a peer.

You who view with alarm the continued distribution of power
among the people, stop and ask yourselves what will they think
of it when they realize what you have done. They are not fools,
and t.heéolmow that if 100,000 of them may choose a Representa-
tive to Congress, and you change it so that 200,000 may do so, it
will not take much time for them to see that you have voluntarily
abridged their power just one-half. To them you will have to
render your account.

Now, Mr, Speaker, I complain of no member on account of his
position on this question, I accord tfo everyone that rectitude of
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purfose and eincerity of action which I claim for myself, and,
while self-interest must govern us all in a greater or less degree,
I concede nothing less than patriotic motive to each and every
member of this s

It may be that I am zealcusin opposition to the Hop bill because
my State will lose & member under its operation. It may be that
othersareardently in favor of it because their States gain members,

No man coming into this House without some knowledge of its
membership. approximately, could guess within 100 of the num-
ber of which it is constituted, and it is well known that on an
aye-and-no vote a record of 250 is seldom disclosed.

One class, then, think 857 just enongh, but I know of none such
whose State loses a Representative by the 203,000 ratio.

Another class will favor 857 because the ratio reached has the
sanction of the dust of sixty years ago, but most of them hail
from a Commonwealth that either does not lose or does gain.

Still another class favor 357 because this ratio leaves the elec-
toral college practically in its present shape, though causing loss
to some States—while assuming that politics will be forever sta-
tionary and the electoral college unchangeable—but noeloss of
representation to them.

hen 357 is urged by others because in their States no rearrange-
ment of districts will disturb present incumbents. Some are for
357 because the Chamber is too small, and say nothing about loss
or gain. But of such I have heard of none that lose. Some op-
pose any increase in membership that will not give their State in-
creased representation, Some o it because, although their
State loses no representation, still, while getting no increase, its
relative power or influence is diminished as compared with the
whole without considering the erty strength.

I might add other classes, and file reasons as varied as theratios
are numerous. I assume, however, that the purpose of all classes
is to better the condition of their respective States.

I do not, however, believe that patriots exist only when advan-
tage is to be gained, and hence I appeal to Republicans and to
Democrats alike to lay aside party feelings and banish the elec-
toral college ghost and to ask themselves what they would do if
no question of p advantage had been raised. Then ask them-
selves, is there really anything in that a:lestion of party advan-
tage to be gained to the Republicans in the apportionment which
gives 386 members.

I want to ask members of that committee who oppose 386, or
the substitute bill, would they not have voted for 386 except for
ge fuct that the electoral college bugbear was thrust before

em?

Then I appeal to you to vote—

First, that no State shall lose a Representative;

Second, that every State shall have the full benefit of the major-
ity fraction—remembering that the functions of Congress are
growing inimportance every day, and that there should be greater
repll'lesentation in proportion as great interests are enlarging hour
by honr.

yIn conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I want tosay that the fundamental
idea of popular government is the distribution of power. From
the battle of Hastings our ancestors have been fighting to main-
tain this principle and wrest power from the hands of the few
and lodge it in the hands of the many; and it was consummated
in our national fabric and sealed with the blood of patriots when,
in 1781, the proud crest of England went down in disgrace and
despair at Yorktown, and the flag of freedom was hoisted, never
to be lowered. :

To maintain the principles thus established and to continue and
to enlarge this distributive power among the people should be
the aim of the Republic and of the popular branch of Congress,
at least. Of nothing should the people be so jealous as the en-
croachment on, or abridgment of, this great boon. No right or
privilege possessed by them should be watched so incessantly,
preserved so carefully, and guarded so aggressively as the one
right in the fullest measure to select the only official for whom,
under the Constitution, they can vote, viz, the man to represent
them in the House of Representatives of the Congress of the
United States of America. [Loud applauae.]F d

Idesire to append the strikingletter of Mr. Frank Abial Flower,
of Washington, D.C. I invite especial attention to it:

‘WasHINGTON, D. C., January 8, 1901,

My DeAR JUDGE: Yours of November 6 was duly received, but not until
nawtlfnal_it beea possible to reply to your inquiries concerning the apportion-
men ou ask:

1. *Is there any substantial warrant for reducing the representation from
any State because such State disfranchises some of its citizens for other
reasons than rebellion or erime?” i

2. “Is there a mathematical and legal way of so :é)pnrtiomng Representa-
tives among the States as to do exact and equal justice to each and all?""

First. If there were such warrant, Congress did not authorize or require
the Director of the Census to gather facts on which to base such a reduetion.
You can not tell where or how to begin.

Becond. Yes: there are several; but I lost many a night's sleep before find-
ing the contro]lifgaprinciple which underlies all of them, although it is sim-
ple enough now t it has been found.

Heretofore the process by which the apportionments have been computed
haye not produ results that were legally or mathematieally correct, or
polltically just, because they included the necessity of assigning (or reject-

ing) an entire Representative for a bare major fraction of the accepted ra
wﬁfch gave to some States over and to other States under reproaautation?io‘

The possibilities for injustice under this practice are very great, and can
never be eliminated. Forinstance, North and Sonth Dakota may have within
one of equal populations. The former, with a minor fraction olr 100,000 above
the ratio, wonld receive 1 Representative, while the latter, with a major
fraction of 100,001 above the ratio, would receive 2 Regxsentatlves.

This additional person in South Dakota may have been a child born a day
or an hour prior to taking the enumeration. Thus the representation of a
State would be doubled, and also doubled over the representation of a sister
State by the numerieal value of a single one-day-old babe.

‘What is worse, if this child should die on the day following the enumera-
tion, thus reducing the population of the two States to an exact equality,
South Dakota nevertheless wounld continue for ten years to enjoy doubfe
the representation of North Dakota.

This is an extreme but not impossible case, and vividly illustrates appor-
tionment features which have occurred frequentiy in actual practice, and
must continue under this process forever.

However, the fact that these irritating forms of injustice have never been
eliminated, nor even ameliorated, does not mean that it is impossible to give
to each State its mathematically exact strength in the House of Representa-
tives and the electoral college, but that a way of doing so has not been de-
vised or adopted.

A fundamental error has been committed hitherto in assuming that repre-
sentation means physical persons or integers,

1f such were really the case, a one-armed or one-legged person might not
be considered a complete or lawful Representative.

Representation does not mean a certain number any more than it means
a certain weight of persons.

It means mfﬂ choosing and putting forward a vehicle or instrument for
giving, and which can and does give adequate expression and effect to the
pop will or ascertained voting strength of a given community.

One person as well as 4 or 40 or 400 persons can mﬁmsent a community in
a representative body, if he be properly clothed with authority to do so.

This fact has received actual illustration times without number by popu-
lar conventions giving one vote to two persons, or two votes to three per-
sons, or by instructing or anthorizing one person to cast the vote of an entire
county or State delegation, or of an entire convention.

If this old and undisputed prineiple beapplied in creating and defining the
strength of the House of Representatives and the electoral college, all over
and under representation—the basic element of injustice and irritation—at
once disappears, except in the case of States having populations less than the
unit or ratio of apportionment.

There are three or more ways in which this principle may be applied. For
the first illustration let it be applied as follows:

1. Assume 1 vote in the House of Representatives for every 205,500 persons.

2. Divide the re]l)resenumre population of each State by tl:is number.

8. The result will be 8.804 votes for Alabama, 12.245 votes for Indiana, 14.5855
votes for Texas, 0.1 votes for Ohio, 35.344 votes for New York, and so on.

4. These votes, which regresent with mathematical exactness the propor-
tionate strength of each State to the aggregate strength of all the States
(Wyoming, Idaho, Nevada, and Delaware excepted), will come into Congress
in the form of as many persons as there are votes and fractions of votes
assigned to the several States.

5. Thus Alabama will send 9 persons, 8 with full votes and 1 with 0.805 of
a vote; Texas will send 15 persons, 14 with full votes and 1 with (.835 of a vote;
Obio willsend 21 persons, 20 with full votes and 1 with 0.231 of a vote, and so
on through the list (Wyoming, Idaho, Nevada, and Delaware excepted), the
complete result being as follows, apportioned by the ratio of 205,500, accord-
ing to the Twelfth Census:

-
& . | Proposed
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State. s i shrery t:th voting | voting
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Florida .. 2 2.571
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Idaho.... 1 1.000 |.
Illinois -] 23 23.462
ndiana 13 12.245 |..
OW8. - - 1 10, BeD
Kansas . 8 7.158 |.
Kentucky -1 1 10.448 |.
Lonisiana . A 6 6.729
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Massachusetts .............. 13 13. 651
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Mississippi .- = 1 7.548
Mo - T 15 15. 117
Montana .. - 1 1.131
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Nevada..-.... 1 1.000 |.
New Hampshire 2 2.002 |.
New Jersey . 8 9. 166
New York..... o 35.344
North Carolina ] 9.2156
North Dakota.. 1 1.530
Qhior st 21 20,251
Oregon ......-- 2 2.012
Pennsylvania .. 3 30.667
Rhode Island..... 2 2.085
Sounth Carolina. .. I T 6.522
South Dakota ... =2 2 1.900 |.
Tennessee..... 1 10 9.832
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No Btate loses a person, but several lose a percentage of voting strength.

In order to carry an ap ionment formulated as above stated intoactual
practice, Alabama will elect 8 physical Representatives, 1 each from eight
compact districts of uniform Eopulation and contiguous territory and 1 to
represent the fraction from the State at large; Texas will elect 14 physical
Rerreeent&tives. one each from as many lawful districts and one at large,
and so on appropriately through the entire list of States, except that Wyo-
ming, Idaho, Delaware, and Nevada, which, respectively, do not contain suf-
ficient population to equal the ratio unit. but which. by Article I, sec. 2, of
the Constitution, are nevertheless entitled to one full Representative each,
must elect their Representatives at large.

The number 205 is taken as the unit of apportionment because it gives
to the ‘.jowest States the same number of personal Representatives that they
now enjoy.

To sccgmpl{sh this resnlt the voting st.r%:?g‘th of the Homee is enlarged to
about 365, and the personal membership to387, both, however, readjusted and
equalized within the limits of the law, political justice, and mathematical cor-
rectness, except as to Delaware, Idaho, Nevada. and Wyoming.

Even this method can not give abae_lutelf just results so long as States are
admitted into the Union with mlations less than the accepted unit of ap-

rtionment, and the Constitution declares that each State shall have at

one Representative.

But this form of malrepresentation also, fundamental as it is._ma% be
eliminated by using, as section 2 of Article I of the Constitution permits, 50,000
as the unit of representation. !

This plan involves assigning to each physical integer or rg-esentnt‘lve
person the power and right to give expression and effect in Congress toa
certain ﬁxego representative value or strength in the form of votes.

In order to permit each State to retain in Congress its present number of
representative persons, each such person may be empowered to cast 6.8 votes
or units of representation, or such fraction the as any State remainder
or the population of any of the four small States may determine.

Tomake the actual apportionment as thus indicated, divide therepresenta-
tive population of each of the forty-five States by 50,000, which will give the
nummr of votes in the House an-f the electoral college to which such State
is entitled; then divide each number or quotient thus found by 6.8, and that
will give the smallest number of persons required to represent these votes
and fractions of votesin the House. A

The result will be in each State a certain number of persons empowered
to cast 6.8 representative votes each, and a person entitled to cast the frac-
tional remainder for that State.

To find the value in representative votes of these remainders (in other
words, the number of votes the fractional Representatives are entitled to
cast), multiply each, if they be in decimal form, by 6.8. Each full Repre-
sentative is given the power to cast 6.8 votes, because that is a number which
does not reduce the present number of members fromany State. Any other
number may be taken without destroying the accuracy of the process, leav-
i.n%tha House at its present size or otherwise.

uch an apportionment results as follows:
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........ 17,618 | 2,501 3 2 1| 4,018
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23,148 | 3,404 “ Y P M
30,668 | 5,834 6 [ (oA 5,671
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58,820 | 8,617 9 ki 2] 3023
51,709 | 7,605 8 7 1| 4,114
108,555 | 15,230 16 15 1| 1,564
7,752 | 1,140 2 1 1 952
85,617 | 5,238 8 6 1,618
1,355 109 1 1 1,853
13,719 | 2,018 3 2 122
...... 623,788 | 9,234 10 8 1,501
........ 242,110 | 35,810 36 B84 4,148
63,127 | 9,283 10 9 1,182
3 10,481 | 1,541 2 1 8,678
Ohlg st 138,584 | 20,350 21 21 2,584
Oregon .. 13,784 | 2,027 8 2 1,183
Pennsylva 210,070 | 30,503 31 30 6,072
Rhode Island._. 14,28 | 2,101 3 2 636
South Carolina. 44,677 [ 6,570 T % 1< 8,576
South Dakota.. 13,021 | 1,915 2 2. 8,222
Tennessee.. 67,358 | 9,905 10 10 |. 6,154
Toxas ..... 101,623 | 14,944 15 13 6,419
3T R e TR S T S 9,175 | 1,349 2 1 2,373
Vermont .. 11,454 | 1,684 2 2 4,061
Virginia________ 61,806 | 9,090 10 10 612
Washington...._. 17,185 | 2,527 3 2 3,583
West Virginia ... 31,960 | 4,700 5 4 4,760
‘Wisconsin........ 68,912 | 10,134 1 10 811
Wyoming .o 3,084 453 L - i KIS
Ot I 8 T | 387 857 1o [ e

Representatives so apportioned will be elected as stated hereinbefore—
those clothed with 6.8 votes bg compact and equal districts, and the one in
each State having less than 0.8 votes (representing the fraction, or, respec-
tively, the States of Delaware, Idaho, Nevada, and Wyoming) will be elected
by the State at large.

The person so elected by any State at large will enjoy all the privileges,
honors, power, and pay of other Representatives, but vote in Congress
will be fractional ouly, as heretofore indicated. This places the small States
oE]lJelgam Idaho, Nevada, and Wyoming on an exact equality with all the
other

If deemed advisable, the fractional vote or votes to which any State may
be entitled may be divided equally among the entire number of Eeprwentar
tives assigned to that State, thus avoiding the election of one person atlarge,
except in the case of Delaware, Idaho, Nevada, and Wyoming, which can not
avoid electing their Representatives on the general State ticket.

I have had no time to make an actual apportionment on that basis, but per-
haps will be able to do so later, if you desire.

Yery truly, yours,

Hon. JoBN J. JENKINS, M. C.

P. S.—A larger number than 6.8 (say 6.85) will reduce the size of the House
without eutting down the present personal representation from any State;
it wounld merely wipe ont such small fractions as those attached to New
Hampshire and Oregon. The process is {:rrect for any conceivable size at
which the House of Representatives may be fixed.

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I yield ten minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. BELL].

Mr. BELL, Mr. Speaker, the majority and minority are very
nearly equally divided numerically and politically, Each report a
plan for our adoption.

‘We should carefully analyze each of these plans and adopt the
one or the other or reject both and formulate our own plans, as our
best judgment shall dictate.

Let us first see what the majority presents. It makes the pres-
ent number, 357, the telling virtue of its plan, and makes every-
thing, whether it carries justice or injustice in its train, yield to
the idea that the number of Representatives shall not be increased
beyond 357.

Secondly, it proposes taking the 357 Representatives now pro-
vided for here and to so redistribute them as to take certain
members from States where small gains in population have been
made and hand them over to such States as have made larger in-
creases.

In this distribution 1 is taken from Maine, though its popula-
tion increased 83,300, and is given to Illinois, where the increase
is greater; 1 is taken from Indiana, though it increased its pop-
ulation 324,038, and is consigned to Louisiana, because it in-
creased more rapidly; 1 is taken from Kansas, though this State
gained 43,399, and is given to Minnesota, that made a greater in-
crease; it takes 1 from Nebraska, though it gained 9,629, and
turns it over to New Jersey, that has made a greater gain; takes
1 from Ohio, though it gained 4835,229—enough to give it 2additional
members under present ratio—and gives it to New York, which
has made a greater gain; takes 1 from South Carolina, that has
increased 189,167, and gives it to West Virginia, because the latter
had a greater increase; takes 1 from Virginia, which has gained
198,204, and gives it to Texas, because it has gained more; takes
1 from Kentucky, though it has gained 288,539—more than enough
to give it an additional member under present ratio—and hands
it over to Texas, which has made a greater gain.

‘What is the result? You take from each of eight of the noted
States of this Union an existing Representative, based on the
apportionment of ten years ago, notwithstanding some of these
States have increased enough in population to entitle them to two
new Representatives under the present apportionment, and all
have made a vigorous, healthy growth. You unnecessarily
humiliate the people of these proud and honored States, disor-

ize their Congressional districts, and greatly diminish the ef-
iciency of their representation in Congress, while the evolution
of government here is constantly angmenting national powers and
duties. What do we gain by this innovation, this humiliation
and irreparable injury to eight great States in the Union?

‘We are told that we save the stense of additional members,
Such a reply is specious, insipid. There is not a month that some
questionable appropriation does not pass here involving more than
the increase proposed by the minority without a whisper of pro-
test from any member of this committee. Such a plea should be
beneath the serions consideration of the American e. Buf,
say they, an increase of 29 members will unduly crowd the House.
The Architect’s plan completely refutes that charge. They say
the House will be unwieldy.

Every leading deliberative legislative branch of the people in
Europe refutes this, It would take a century to make this as
large as the House of Commons at the pace set by the minority.
But we are told that these large representative bodies are only
common to monarchies. The large representative bodies have
always been yielded on the clamoring demands of the masses of
the people, and such acquisitions celebrated as bulwarks of the

eople’s rights and liberties. Those desiring to block legislation

or the masses of the peo%le always concentrate their efforts on the
smaller legislative branch as the easier to convince and handle,

Now, let usexamine the premises of the minority. The ratio of
173,001 was fixed for each Representative in 1891. Our population:
was then 62,622,250, The present population is 74,565,908, an
increase of 11,943,656, and the minority Enve added to the number
of persons for each Representative 20,274 more than the ratio
upon which we were elected, and this leaves the Representatives

FRANK ABIAL FLOWER.
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of each State intact, which is in fair harmony with the general
increase in population. What is the result of the minority plan?

It increases the House but 29 members and leaves the delega-
tions in each State intact, does not humiliate the people of any
State or injure it in the eyes of the publie, and includes all ma-
jority fracgions and has no ““paradoxes.” The minority follows
the old precedents and tries to correct all inequalities so far as
possible, while the majority has centered all of its force around
the single, immaterial point, **do not increase the membership of
the House,”

It is willing to arbitrarily strip such time-honored States as
Maine, Virginia, Indiana, Ohio, Nebraska, Kansas, Kentucky,
and South Carolina of a '{J&l‘t of their present representation and
give them to the more lucky States, and thereby humiliate the
people of these great States and do them irreparable and material

ury.
mit v{ould have been most difficult for the members of this com-
mittee to have devised a plan by which they might strike a more
fatal blow to the good name and credit of these States than to ad-
vertise to the world that they have gone into decay and ruin.

The general run of the people will never learn that it was a mere
shortsighted policy and that these States have no blight. Take
the flings of the chairman at the State of Nebraska, and hisintima-
tion that Nebraska had been the subject of a Populist blight, as
evidenced by this loss of a part of her representation, and what
must be expected of the busy investors and home seekers?

The mere fact that such insinuation was utterly false and ma-
licious does not make it less damaging. They will never learn
that the majority took 173,901, the ratio for the last Congress, and
added 84,957, equaling 208,868, as the ratio for this, which de-
prived each of these 8 States of 1 Representative and advertised
to the investing and home-seeking world that they are deteriorat-
ing. Now,the minority adds 20,274 to the present ratio of 173,901,
making the minority ratio of 104,182, an increase in harmony with
the general increase of population, and saves all existiug Repre-
sentatives, and does not ignominiously advertise any State as

ant or deteriorafing.
ow, there is a third innovation in this majority report, and
that is this: That mathematicians, from the time the system was
adopted, have admitted that it now and then developed an
afrocity which they have elected to call a ¢* paradox.”

In 1881 Mr, Seaton, the chief clerk, said, in making these cal-
culations:

I met with the so-called Alabama ox, where Alabama was allotted 8
out of a total of 209, receiving but 7 when the total became 300.

But, be it said, to the credit of the committee and of Congress,
they never failed to hurry in the bill a correction of all the pal-

ble defects developed in the faults of the system; but the Ala-
E:m paradox, the Maine paradox, and all other paradoxes shrink
into insignificance when the shadow of the Colorado * paradox”
appears.

And I want everyone here to look this squarely in the face.
Colorado gains 1 on every set of fignres from a House of 350 to
one of 400, or in 49 times it comes in and goes out on the ma-
jority bill. Now, I have no kind of suspicion that any member
of the committee was influenced in fixing this number at 857 be-
cause it caught Colorado at this point. Colorado came in at all
other places, whether you increased or decreased the number in
the House, but the glaring fault in the system developed at that
point, a missing cog was found, or the machine slipped a cog at
this point.

This is a double-headed ‘‘ paradox” of Colorado.

In the Alabama case the paradox consisted in giving Alabama
8 with a total House of 299 and only giving it 7 with a House of
800, when from a true mathematical or scientific standpoint her
number, if changed at all on an increasing ratio, must have in-
creased. The Para.dox is complicated in the Colorado case by
a falling out of line both ways, or to say that from 350 up to 857
Colorado gains 1, loses at 357, gains at 858, and holds it continu-
ally up to 400; or, in these figures, on both sides of 357 Colorado
gains 49 times and falls out 1, showing that this system is not
scientifie, as this freak presents a mathematical impossibility.

There are inequalities developing on every side of this ** hocus-
pocus ™ system.

Take, for instance, the State of North Dakota, that has a major-
ity fraction for which it gets no member. North Dakota, under
this bill, gets a member for 314,454 persons, while New York, the
largest State in the Union, ge!s 85 members on a ratio of 207,522,
less than the real ratio, because she gets one on a majority frac-
tion, and it takes 131,735 g(rarsons more for North Dakota to get a
member, than it does for New York to get each of its 35 members.

Florida has a majority fraction for which it getsno member and
?.13 its two members on a population each of 264,271, while New

ork gets each of her 35 mem on a ratio of 207,522, so it takes
137,120 more persons for each member of this little State than it
does for each of New York’s 35 members.

The State of Colorado under the majority bill gets one member

for a population of 268,557, while New York pays only 207,522 for
each of her members, or it takes in Colorado 61,0354 persons more
for each of her two members of Congress than it costs New York
for each of her 35 members, and so it works as between the small
and the large States, always to the advantage of the large States
after the ratio of population is reached in the State.

This comes in this wise.

Colorado has but 2 members and has a majority fraction of 121,-
367, which must be divided between 2 members of Congress, mak-
ing each of her members stand a ratio of 268,557¢ persons in lien
of 208,868, but if New York had this majority fraction of 121,367,
instead of Coforado, instead of having to divide this up between 2
members, as Colorado must, it divides it among its 85 members,
making each of them cost New York 212,335 instead of 268,5574,
as it costs Colorado, per member, or giving Colorado, for illustra-
tion, and New York each the same majority fraction that Colo-
rado now has, 121,367, and each of Colorado’s members will cost
her 56,5204 persons more than New York's members will cost that
great State, and to as far as possible equalize this great advantage
of the large States over the smaller ones, every Congress here-
tofore has taken care of the major fractions, and sometimes
of minor fractions where the injustice was too flagrant, and I have
no doubt that Congress will take care of the Colorado ** paradox”
ag it did with the Alabama ox,” and with the major frac-
tions of North Dakota and Florida as it has always done hereto-
fore; and I now pro and will offer at the proper time an
amendment making the number 560 instead of 357, taking in Col-
orado, Florida, and North Dakota,

This fault, in my judgment, is constitutional. The unit used
for determmmﬁ the apportionment should have been based on
well-defined and limited Congressional districts, instead of mak-
ing the States a unit. With the States as a unit, and adding the
fractions of all the Congressional districts, give the largest State
a decided percentage over all smaller States, as above shown, after
they pass the ratio adogtad.

I now offer an amendment, which I propose to offer before the
committee, and I ask now that it be considered as pending, per-
mitting Colorado, North Dakota, and Florida each to bhave an
additional member.

In line 5, page 1, strike out the word **fifty-seven™ and insert “‘sixty,”
and whenever *fifty-seven ™ occurs thereafter strike out * fifty-seven " and
insert “sixty® in its place. In line 8 page l, strike out the word “‘two,”
after the words “ Colorado ™ and **Florida," and insert * three™ after ** Col-
orado* and after *Florida; " and after the words “ North Dakota," in line 5,
page 2, strike out the word *one” and insert the word “two™ in lieu thereof,

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentleman
from Indiana [ Mr. ROBINSON].

Mr. ROB N of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, American citizens
of the twentieth century are ruled by a system of government
transmitted, through generations, from the early fathers. A cen-
tury of time has wrought but few changes in that Constitution
which was the ideal of the patriots, whose ambition was the equal-
n.g and elnfra.nchiaement of man—a government by the people for
the people.

The century closed has witnessed our institutions of govern-
ment made the mode]séor the republics of the world.

The strength of our Government is that it dwells in the hearts
of the people. Thus was it transmitted unimpaired to us, and we
owe a like duty to posterity.

The measure under discussion is most important. It binds
Congress and legislatures for ten years, and, fixing an apportion-
men:: as it does, concerns fundamentally our system of govern-
men

Believing that the Hopkins measure restricts too much the
rights of just representation that should be lodged in the people,
1 shall favor an enlargement of the membership of the House to
386, as proposed by the Burleigh bill, and, convinced of its just-
ness, I shall state the grounds of my belief.

Keeping in mind the intent of the framers of our Constitution,
and that which has moved statesmen from that time, the invest-
ment of the greatest power in the people, we find that the bill
before us runs counter to that theory in that it limits the mem-
bership of the House of Representatives to 357, thus enlarging the
number of people represented by each member here from 173,901,
as fixed by the last apportionment, to 208,868, an increase of peo-
ple to be represented by each member, in round numbers, of
35,000. In other words, the 357 members fixed ten years ago as
the proper representative body for 62,622,250 of population shall
stand representative for 74,565,863, the present population: and
not only this, but represent the increase of population for ten
years to come, which can not be less than 14,000,000 more.

1f the Hopkins bill becomes a law. at the end of its life each
member of the House, then, will be representinz 248,000 people.

The House of Representatives, as originally designed, was to be
the popular branch of the American Congress, and the members
were to be directly and intimately responsible to their constitu-
ents, This was provided by the term and the mode of election,
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The constituticnal ratio was one member to not less than 80,000
people.

owever strong our plan of government, weaknesses may be
found in the guality of popular representation and responsibility.
If popular sentiment counts for proof, these defects are not found
in a too close responsibility to the people of two of its branches.

The President is not accountable directly to the people for four
vears after his first election, and not at all after his second elec-
tion. Through that branch the people are unable to change a
policy for four years, however unjust it may appear to them.

The Supreme Court judges are appointed for life by the Presi-
dent and confirmed by the Senate. ey cease to be members of
the court only on removal, by impeachment, by resignation, and
by death. Surely there is an immunity from popular sentiment
in this branch of the Government. Mauny people have made free
to criticise the Supreme Court for some decisions on constitutional
questions, charging that they were out of line with popular legal
opinion and public sentiment.

The Senate, removed so far from the people by the method of se-
lection and term of service, can not be said to be in close fouch
with them; and in multiplied instances the method of choosing
Senators has led to the turning aside of the public will, the result
of sinister means and fraudulent and con-ul.lrt practice, made easy
by their selection by a comparatively small legislative body.

Many States have been absolutely disfranchised from tie-ups
and deadlocks, the natural and legitimate fruit of practices ma
easy by the mode that removes so far from the people the selec-
tion of their Senators.

With these conditions it can not be claimed that the Senate is
as truly representative of the people or responsible to them as
some body should be to insure their safety and protection.

So leng as the Senate is not elected by direct vote of the Xeople;
g0 long must the House of Representatives be a large and truly
representative body.

The reform of electing the Senators by the people must come
from sentiment created through State legislatures and the Honse of
Representatives,

Other reforms known to members, and which I shall not take
the time to enumerate, must be accomplished through a body like
this, strongly representative of the masses.

So long as the House is large and representative, so long will
it resg;nd to the sentiment of the people, #:d the people can be
trusted.

We have heard it much said in late years that the House was
not a representative body. Mr, Speaker, we have a code of rules
here that seems to have given rise to that general impression.

This popular impression—and I am nof concerned in disputing
its correctness—this evil in the House, does not come from an en-
larged number of Representatives, but rather from a concentra-
tion of power in the hands of a limited number of the members
and the invocation of the rules to enforce policies. The abuse
rather lies in the drastic enforcement of the rules through the
Rules Committee than in the rules themselves., Happily the rules
are seldom invoked, save to enforce political policies.

It may, with some show of reason, be claimed that political

licies, sanctioned by public sentiment, should be enforced by

astic rules. However that may be, it will be found that such
action will only be positively dangerous, when the personal respon-
sibility of members to their constituents islessened to such an
extent that motives other than patriotic ones will move the rank
and file of the House to follow leaders into such policies.

It will be found that servility in followin%eleadership will be
lessened as the electorate to which the member is responsible is
smaller, thus enabling him to draw his inspiration from the
hearts of his people. Motives are difficult to ascribe; but it will
not be out of line with human nature to find $hat those whose con-
stituents have kept them long here, and who have won places on
committee and leadership in Congress, and who perform a major
part of its work, are willing to limit the responsibility of members
and reprezent a larger constituency, thus enlarging their relative
power under the Hopkins bill. I may lie under a charge of ar-
raigning class against class in the House, but it is a condition with
us, and we might as well confront it.

Sir, the very strength of the Hounse of Representatives, as an in-
stitution of popular government, is its nearness to the people.

‘While the greatleaders here, who have won their places by long
service, are entitled to the best consideration and the respect of
members of less service, yet the great body of this House who are
nof leaders represent the great body of the country. Though in
management and leadership they may not rank with the others,
vet they are here to pass upon great public questions, and their
votes are potent, sacred, and enduring.

The great leaders and managers are mighty in debate. powerful
in management, and potent in committee, but when it comes to
registering votes on public questions the humblest member rises
to a level with the greatest, and votes are therecorded sentiments
of constituencies,

After all, the sentiment of the people is voiced in roll calls and
on votes, In the very nature of things a large number of mem-
bers can not speak fully on many public questions.

‘We become specialists tn legislation, at least so far as offering
in debate views on questions.

Under our system of %o:ernment and mode of selecting mem-
bers of Congress it will be found that our constituents judge and
measure & member by his record and votes on questions before
the House. 'We are the custodians of the sentiments of ounr dis-
tricts and recorders of their will—a jury selected from the neigh-
borhood, delegated by the people to represent them truly.

We should know our people and they should have the oppor-
tunity of knowing us; and then, from personal knowledge of and
acquaintance with their member, they would feel free to inform,
instruct, and criticise.

This, it will be seen, can more readily be done, in consonance
with our form of government, by sma.]ier constituencies, which
will bring the member in closer touch with his people.

It has been said that in years gone by, special interests have
elected members, who thus owing their seats, became special
pleaders for a special cause, to the detriment of the public good.

Not having f;roof, I will not assert, but knowing of methods
used to control nominations and elections, knowing the forces
that can be exerted by special interests, such powers will have the
surest means to operate when the membership of the House is less,

A larger membership insures more independence against class
interest and class power, and gives a House which wealth and in-
fluence can not so easily corrupt.

In this age of concentration of power and elements and influ-
ence, the safest method of preserving the House of Representa-
tives, as a body representative of the people, is not secured by an
increase of the number to be represented.

The power of individual members, dissociated from all consid-
erations save the power of voting, is not to be underestimated.
Members of independence and feelings of responsibility can call
for record votes, and many instances can be recalled when not
only the votes of individnals but the vote of the House sitfing in
committee has been changed when the light of public scrutiny,
through a roll eall, is turned on the votes of members. Smaller
constituencies and its concomitant, closer responsibility, secures
such results.

‘We are here not to receive honor and distinction, save as it comes
from a true representation of the sentiments of our districts.

As there is wisdom in a multitude of counsellors, so is it true
that Representatives are better able to serve the people by being
in closge touch with them.

Napoleon subjected easily the House of Ancients, a compara-
tively small body of representatives, The House of Deputies in
France stood out till the end against his tyranny; remained in
session to oppose him till he drove them out of the doors and
the windows at the point of the bayonet. Later, Napoleon,
taught by the lesson of experience, cut down the number of Dep-
uties and controlled them.

A large Parliament withstood the tyranny of Charles the First
and drove him to execution. A rump Parliament of a hundred
yielded to a Cromwell.

The words ‘* compact and contignous” in the bill are designed
to enable the Representative to more readily get acquainted with
his people, but it will not be found possible, within the scope of
a lif?time, to get on any degree of intimate terms with 209,000
people.

e all know the manifold duties incumbent npon members in
the varied interests of the country. We know the requisitions
that are made upon us by constituents, under the custom long in
yvogue, and properly mnade, requiring a vast amount of time and
industry to perform. We all know the faithfulness with which
members perform these duties, know their value to constituents,
and we know how much our constituents appreciate theseservices.

In fact, there are tments where it is absolutely necessary
that members intercede to secure prompt returns to the wants of
our people. This is a service that there is no immediate prospect
will be dispensed with.

Yet, with this condition staring the majority of the committee
in the face, they say, in effect, that 14,000,000 more Epeople in the
ten years to come shall be added to the districts of the present
membership.

In their regurt some stress is laid upon the reapportionment of
1842, after the,Sixth Census, when a reduction was made in the
number of Representatives. That result grew out of the peculiar
condition at that time, and it had no precedent for its justifica-
tion at the time, and it has never been considered as a precedent
from that time till now.

The reduction in the apportionment of 1842 was the result of
the political contest and abnormal conditions of 1840. The polit-
ical and industrial conditions preceding the election and the appor-
tionment were not calculated to mold a safe policy, The conn-
try had been enormously burdened by high taxation, and the
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accumulated surplus had been made the object of greed and ex-
travagance. There had been an excessive inflation of the cur-
rency by the issue of an irredeemable paper currency. The recoil
from such conditions produced rmin and industrial distress on
every hand.

The alleged reform, then, which is followed now, grew out of
these unnatural condifions, and the precedent created is not

gafe.

With the exception of 1842, in the apportionment of members
the rule always has obtained to increase the number of members
to keep pace with the increase of population.

The majority of the committee has departed from the practi-
cally universal rule and adopts a new rule and policy, the direct
effect of which is the lessening of the representative character of
the House. i

The Constitution fixed the ratio at 1 member to 80,000 people.
This gave a membership of 65. The First Census increased it to
105; the Second to 141; the Third to 181; the Fourth to 213; the
Fifth to 240. The Sixth Census reduced it to 223. The Seventh

. increased it to 233; the Eighth to 241; the Ninth to 283; the Tenth
to 825; the Eleventh to 856.

As shedding some light npon the subject it will be interesting
to note the views taken by the Committee on the Census of ten
years ago, as shown in their report and the debates on the bill for
the apportionment of members then. Mr, Durnell, chairman of
the committee, said:

The committee discovered in the House a decided unwillingness, almost
universally entertained and very largely expressed, to consent to any reduc-
tion of the present number of members assigned to any State. This hill,
therefore, provides that no State shall suffer a decrease in its present repre-
sentation. This was the object sought in the apportionment which has been

e.

He had previously said:

The committee finally decided to accept and adopt 358, I shall be asked
why this number rather than any other was selected. I rag‘lay that it was

selected because it was found to be the number first reached between 332 and
375 that would secure each State its present representation.

These remarks reflected the general tenor of the report.

Again he said:

There were those on the committee who desired to retain the present
number, but it wasfound that that could not be used without contravening
what seemed the universal sentiment of the House, because very many
States would lose 1 from their present representation. There were 10
States that would lose 1 member each. Letting these facts guide us, it
was found that there was no other number that we could reasonably make
use of than 856, and no other ratis than 173,001

These views, it seems to me, are just, and the sentiments are ap-

ropriate here, and should bear greater weight than the unprece-
gented and false standard of 1842,

The report presented adopts a ratio that causesa number of large
and progressive Statesof the Union folose a member of Congress,
and Ey the same operation ofher large and progressive States fail
to secure a new member, to which they seem to be entitled under
former rules of apportionment, And now let us see what reasons
are urged by the majority of the committee for this departure
from precedent for this increase in the number to be represented.

We look over the report vainly for reasons other than that
“economy and dispatch of business” require it. Economy is a
word much used and much abused in public affairs. If is used in
the latter sense in the report. Such a policy is false economy.
Where is the economy? Twenty-nine additional members will
draw in salaries $145,000; outside of salaries the additional cost
will be $46,000; in all, $191,000 to be appropriated, in addition to
the usual estimated annual appropriation of $743,000,000 for 1902.
Put the figures together and you can not tell them apart, the
amount in comparison is so inconsequential, and I have given all
the additional expense sought to be saved in the name of economy
and at the nse of the people. The theory of economy falls
hopelessly to the ground. :

The next reason urged is ‘*dispatch of business.” Mr. Speaker,
in the light of the record of this House this session, with the rec-
ord for the dispatch of business under the rules in the last decade,
aside from the solemn form in which this point is asserted in this
report it wounld not seem to have been seriously made.

%hen 1 reflect upon the thorough knowledge that the majority
of the committee had of the operation of the Reed rules and see
this report, I am tempted to say as Cicero did—he said he could
not see how two fortune tellers could look each other in the face
without laughing, and I can not see how two members of that
committee, asserting ** that business can not be dispatched,” etc.,
I can not see how they can look each other in the face without
laughing, )

In great party questions no difficulty has ever been experienced
by the party leaders in enforcing party polices through the invo-
cation of the rules, and no procrastination or filibustering tactics
have ever won against the determined efforts on the part of the
party leaders opposing it. !

This session, when business of the greatest magnitude has been
taken care of with celerity without invoking the rules, shows that

no rggedient that lescens the power of the people should be re-
50 to ¢ for the dispatch of business.”

The States of Massachusetts and New Hampshire have assem-
blies larger than this. There may be others. They seem to be
thoroughly representative.

As instances of representative bodies much larger in numbers
than the Honse of Representatives may be cited the German
Reichstag, 397; the French Chamber of uties, 584; the House
of Commons, 670; the Hungarian House, 453; the Italian Parlia-
ment of Deputies, 508; the Austrian Reichsrath, 425,

Certainly no one can be found who would let weigh, in this
ff;ea.t public question, the mechanical rearrangement of this Hall,

it were possible to adopt some plan that wounld secure the re-
casting and remodeling of this Hall, it ought to secure the sup-
port of every member on acoustic and hygienic grounds.

Both were unknown or unconsulted by the architect that de-
signed it, and troubles in comfort and health have resulted. A
change that will fet us nearer thelight of heaven, and the outside
breath of life will lessen the confusion and add to our lives, not
to speak of the other points that will tend to make the House a
deliberative body.

Then, again, these desks can be dispensed with and be supple-
mented with a few tables in the rear, that will secure much com-
fort and relief. Desks are not known in many of the other great
assemblies of the world, notably the English and the French.

If we desire to save more time adopt a scheme of government
for the District of Columbia that will enable its people to be
American citizens, with the right to vote,and thus save at least
one-tenth of our time for legislation which is wasted when we sit
as a common council for the District of Columbia.

Another reform for time saving is easy. Save the time con-
sumed in roll calls by adopting the electric method of voting.
There is no impediment to its adoption.

It is a reflection on the inventive geniusof the age that we must
listen for a half hour to the humdrum of roll calls, Invention
has made it possible to distinguish the voice of your friend as he
speaks to you across the continent. At the deft touch of fingers
and to the music of the clicking machine, it adds up figures by
the thousands with a speed and accuracy beyond the dexterity or
mentality of man. These are instances of improvement to lead
us on, not to mention the dream of the destroyers, who hope to
sail from continent to continent, under the ocean, and destroy
fleets and navies on the other shore. This improvement in the
House would be but a small dot in the great plot of the improve-
ments of theage. Thereare hundreds of such, and they show we
languish here.

If we must continue the old system, it will be found that 29
members in addition will add but little to the waste of time. It
is not easy to do equal and exact justice to all in framing an ap-
portionment bill, but a careful study of the Burleigh measure con-
vinces me that as near as human foresight can it adopts a correct
standard and conclusions. If we look for injustice in the Hop-
kins bill, we can readily find it ontside of the feature that deprives
States of Representatives.

Under the provisions of the Constitution a small State has an ad-
vantage and a greater relative power.

The Hopkins bill fixes the ratio at 1 for 208,868, yet the little
State of Nevada, that would never have been heard of if there had
not been a volcanic npheavel, and, I might add, if it had not been
for the distinguished gentleman who so ably represents it upon
this floor [Mr. NEwWLANDS], the people there sleep quietly, on the
slopes, in their hillside homes, deeply conscions of their worth in
that one member is given them for 42,335 people. Wyoming gets
a member with 92,531 population, yet Oklahoma, to which the
world rushed a few years ago, and toward which the center of
population is fast advancing—Oklahoma, with its 398,245 people,
18 not represented by a member of Congress, however well she is
represented as a Territory by her distinguished Delegate [Mr.
FLy~¥], who sheds a grace here by his presence and his learning.
Oklahoma should in justice and by equality have her statehood,
then our friend would shed a luster at the other end of the Capitol,
in the Senate.

Under the Hopkins bill Vermont, with a population of 843,641,
gets two members, while North Dakota, with a population of
319,000, gets but one. According to the North Dakota standard,
Vermont gets a member for 24,000 people, and according to the
Oklahoma standard she onght to have 53,000 more people and get
no member. These flagrant inequalities, so far as possible, the
Burleigh bill corrects.

If the position I take is correct, from the point of statesman-
ship, no refutation of it comes from entering the field of politics
or political advantage.

The causes that lead to political results are so multitudinous,
80 versatile, and withal so inestimable that no standard based
upon present or past conditions political can weigh a feather in
w]imt should be done in the future.

Many States fixed in politics in the past give no assurance of the
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future on either side in the })anoramic change of political ques-
tions and shades and turns of political principles.

Especially is this so when the margin of change in the electoral
college is, as it must needs be in the present estimates, so exceed-
ingly small. Again, such a basis being predicated upon a group
of States assumed to be certain, vacillating as some of them must
be, and built, asit must be, upon unsubstantial assumptions, wholly
leaves out of consideration States classed as doubtful, any one of
which, changing its political status, would break the whole slate
upon which calculation was made.

" States and groups of States have been known to change on

uestions. The money question can be cited as an instance. The
%hinese question had such effect. The Japanese and oriental
labor may have a like effect, not to mention an inundation of
Filipino fellow-citizens to our country.

These thoughts are thrown out only for the consideration of
those who figure political advantage or political expediency in
this legislation, based ugg: the vote in the electoral college or on
the Representatives in this House, if any such there be.

Mr. Speaker, every time you increase the number to be repre-
sented by each member then you lessen, so far, full representation,
and this should be done only when exigency and nrgency demand.

I favor the Burleigh minority bill of apportionment, because the
more I dwell upon it the more I am convinced that it represents
truer Republicanism, truer Democracy than the Hopkins bill,
[Loud alpplmme.lI

Mr, GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I now yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GAINES].

Mr. GAINES., Mr, Speaker, a great deal has been said here
touching the supposed ““unfortunate condition of the negro in the
South.” Iexceedingly regret that I have not time to give some of
the interesting history of his condition. But I submit that those
who profess to be his friends in the North, East, and West deny
him the same things that we in the South deny him. This indis-
putable fact you blindly overlook in your mad advocacy of negro
equality in all things.

Why, gentlemen, do you Republicans ever even appoint—not
elect, but appoint—him on the supreme bench of your States to
administer to yon the law? Do yon Republicans ever put him on
the Supreme Bench of the United States to administer the law to
you and each of you and your ieople? No, indeed! But you
would have him do so in the South, and the laws so framed as to
force him on us. Do you ever nominate him for President or
Vice-President when you well know the Republican party has
repeatedly elected Republican Presidents since the civil war? Do
you ever put him in the Cabinet? You dare not, but you counld
£ a%)point ” him there, and he would receive you in due course so-
cially and officially. You do not, but you would have him given
unlimited suffrage in the South that such association might grow.

Yet, Mr. Speaker, when the Sounth, as she has a right to do un-
der the law of the land, undertakes to protect herself from these
very things, and legally, we have it flaunted in our faces that we
oppress and ontragt; the negro.

Mr. Speaker, suffrage is a State right, a State gift, and must be
so exercised as to maintain a republican form of government, and
the State to do so regulates her gift and has the right under the
Federal Constitution to do so, giving the same lzﬁnl ri%ht or legal
oplgot;tnnity to exercise this suffrage to the black as she does the
white.

Treat in the law both alike and the court is satisfied. This was
donein Mississilzigi, and the Supreme Court so held in the Williams
Case (170 U. 8. Reports), and Justice Brewer so held in a Kansas
case found in 7 Kansas State Reports, and so Paine on Elections
declares the law.

In the Williams case Justice McEKenna for the whole court said:

Besides, the operation of the Constitution and laws is not limited by their
language or effect to any one race. They reach weak and vicious white men
as well as weak and vicious black men, and whatever is sinister in their in-
tention, if anything. can be prevented by both races by the exertion of that
duty which volnnmri[zyﬂfmys taxes and refrains from crime. (Williams vs,

ppi, 170 U. 8., 222.)

In holding the fourfeenth amendment did not apply, the court,
in concluding its opinion, said:

This comment (on fourteenth amendment) is not applicable to the consti-
tution of Mississippi and its statutes. They do not on their face discrimi-
nate between races, and it has not been shown that their actual administra-
}’I(t;:t v;,as ev;l, only that evil was made possible under them. (170 U. 8. Re-

The fourteenth amendment does not confer the right of suf-
frage. (43 Cal., 43, Valkenburg vs. Brown; 21 Wall,, 162, Minor
vs. Hoppersetf, 10 Am. and Enc., p. 572.)

Mr. Payne says (Payne on Elections, pp. 55, 56):

The fifteenth amendment guaranteed t firage terms
with the white and colored rgam DTk of B ogual
*

® L * * * L]

It imposes but a single restriction upon the exclusive power of the States
to prescribe the qualifications of voters, namely, that all qualifications shall
be the same for the white and colored races.

Here we find that Mississippi gives to the white and black an

equal chance to vote and compels neither to vote or not vote;
and this high court—a Republican court—so declares; and yet
the South is condemned as disfranchising the negro by this law.

Again, it is fashioned after the constitutions of Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Wyoming—all Republican States. Massachusetts
requires that to vote the Epcrson shall not only * read ” her consti-
tution, but read it *“in English.” Soin Connecticut, so in Wyo-
ming, and the courts uphold the law. A case in point is to be
found in 50 Pacific Reporter.

The Australian ballot system has been held constitutional in
the following (if not more) States: California, Colorado, Florida,
Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Montana,
New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia,
Wyoming, Wisconsin, Kansas, Kentncky, Louisiana, Rhode
Island, and cases cited are 58 Pa. Stat., 338; 60 Pa. Stat., 54;
103cl Pa. Stat.,488; 136 Pa. Stat., 4569; 10 Am. and Ene. Law, 579
and 586.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there is not a single State in this Union,and
I believe not a single Territory, that has not so legislated in every
instance as to place the executive, judicial, and legislative power
of this country alone in the hands of educated white officials. The
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] fo-day raises his voice
here as the champion and friend of the colored man and says this
is all wrong,and yet out of the thousands and thousands of negroes
in Ohio, and, indeed, in Pennsylvania and Massachusettsand Kan-
sas, is there ever elected a single negro to the Congress, as gov-
ernor, or judge in those States, or any State?

Nay, more, do these communities ever place any colored man in
any single solitary case in a position where he will be called npon
to administer the law—not where he shall administer a mere clerk-
ship, but where it shall be his duty to administer the supreme law
of the land, State or'Federal? Not one. ‘‘ And they never will,”
said the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. LINNEY] here Sat-
urday. And yet the South must be condemned because she says
we will legally do the same thing in self-defense.

Mr, Speaker, I am the friend of the colored man. I have been
such since my childhood. I shall so continue. I hold in my
pocket a letter from a man whom, I dare say, cast hisvote against
me, a negro from my own city, thanking me for getting him a
position as a servant, where he can work in the day and go to
school at night and finish his education, there being no night col-
ored schools in Nashville, though blessed with many and of the
very best schools in the land. But I shall never agree to put the
executive, judicial, or legislative branches of this Government in
the hands of the negro, and in doing this South we know it is best
for him and best for us, and you in the East, North, and West have
not and will not do more than this for the negro nor less for your-
selves, and your past record proves this.

Mr, Speaker, a few days ago in my own city there assembled a
crowd of negro ministers to celebrate emancipation day; and here
isthelanguageof the chief orator of that occasion—adistinguished
negro divine:

The SBouth is the place for us to achieve our success. In the North almost
every door is shut 8t the negro; in the South he is offered free and un-

limited activity in all trades. Your emancipation means that we shall con-
tend for vur rights in the labor market of the South.

In proof of thisthe negroremains South, regardlessof everything
enticing, so to , elsewhere.

I hold in my hand a Pittsburg Republican paper stating that
last week negro delegates from a Sounthern labor union been
excluded, because negroes, from a white labor union of Pittsburg,
Pa.,the State of the gentleman [Mr. OLMSTED] who would have
ConEresa toinvestigate Southern outrages on negro suffrage South.
In the South the unions deny this equality. Do you ever send
him on the high missions to Europe, where, as a §eat minister,
he would receive you and your people and mine? No, no, indeed!

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JoNEs].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Vir%inia [Mr. JoNESs]
has two minutes, the remaining time on that side.

[Mr. JONES of Virginia addressed the House. See Appendix.]

Mr. HOPKINS obtained the floor.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HoPkixs]
has fifty-two minuntes.

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, during the time allotted fo me
in this debate I shall undertake to answer some of the objections
which have been made by gentlemen of the committee and other
gentlemen who have addressed the House to the bill reported by
the committee. I shall endeavor to show that this bill is a fairer
bill to the people of this country than the one submitted by the
minority. :

It is nnnecessary for me to call the attention of the members of
the House to the fact that in this legislation we are performing a
great constitutional duty. It is unnecessary, too, I think, for me
to say that this legislation that is to be enacted here to-day is to
affect the popular representation of 45 States for the next ten

T e e B e e e e T e o e




728

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

JANUARY 8,

years. Hence it is important to the interest of every man’s con-
stituency that passion and prejudice should be laid aside; that
members of this House should look at the facts and the figures
presented here to-day and determine this question, as I have inti-
mated before, not from a sectional standpoint, not from the stand-
point of any State or district, but from the standpoint of *‘the
greatest good to the greatest number.”

The gentleman from Virginia who has just addressed the House
[Mr. JoNES] made some reflection upon the chairman of this com-
mittee because this bill is reported by a gentleman who happens
to represent a district of Illinois, a part of the territory that once
belonged to the grand old State of Virginia. Why, Mr, Speaker,
nothing is farther from my mind than to do an injustice to any
State or any localiijty or any member on this floor. As chairman
of the committee I have sought to examine the great questions
involved here and by the light presented to me to bring the best
results for the consideration of this House.

Mr, OTEY rose. )

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, Hop-
Kixs] yield to the gentleman from Virginia . OTEY]?

Mr. OTEY. Isimply want to ask a question.

Mr, HOPKINS. I will yield.

Mr, OTEY. Does not the gentleman think it is doing Virginia
a great injustice not to give her Representatives the time that it
was d they might occupy on this bill?

Mr, ﬁOPKINS. Vhil Mr. Speaker, after listening to the gen-
tleman I confess that if he had occupied all the time it would have
been much better for the country.

Mr, OTEY. That does not answer my question.

Mr. HOPKINS. I can not take up any further time with that
matter. I desire, however, to call the attention of the gentleman
from Virginia to the fact that this is not the first time that that
great State has had her representation on this floor reduced. The
time was, as I now remember, under the Fifth Census when Vir-
ginia had a representation of 23 members. To-day she has a rep-
resentation of 10. But it is unnecessary to say to the gentleman,
or any intelligent man either on this floor or in the conntry, that
Virginia's tive influence in the councils of the country is as
great to-day as it was when she had 23 members on this floor.

Virginia's position on all of the great questions is felt as power-
fully as it would be if her representation on a ﬁmper ratio shounld
be increased to 30 members. Now, as I said, Mr, Speaker, I have
no apologies to make for the bill that has been offered here by the
majority of the Committee on the Census. We have followed
the beaten path that has been marked out for us by the great men
who have preceded us in the councils of the nation. We have
taken the course that has been adopted by the best scientists and
the great statisticians of the country in order to present a bill
that had the least inequalities and the least injustice to any of
the States in the great Republic.

We must remember, Mr, Speaker, that with a confederated Re-
ublic such as we have, composed of 45 independent sovereign
tates, those States having different gaogrs}ahical boundaries and

different numbers in population, it is utterly impossible for us to
arrive at any ratio that will mete ont exact and equal justice to
every member of the Federal Republic. The most that we can do
is to approximate to what is just and fair.

Mr, l]}3OITI'E1'.;L of Illinois. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Illinois yield to his
colleague?

Mr, HOPKINS. I yield to my colleague.

Mr. BOUTELL of 1llinois. Just one word. Ithasnot yetbeen
stated in this debate, and Ishould like to know if the gentleman
can state, what ratio of representation leaves the smallest sum of
minority fractions unrepresented.

Mr. HOPKINS. I will get to that later. I think the majority
bill does that. I will call the gentleman’s attention to that.

Mr. BOUTELL of Illinois. The gentleman does not catch my
inquiry. There must be some divisor, some ratio of representa-
tion, which provides for all majority fractions and leaves mathe-
matically the smallest possible sum of minorities unrepresented.
That divisor has not yet been given in this debate.

Mr, LONG. 1 should like to inquire, by permission of the
gentleman from Illinois, do you mean under these two bills or
under any bill?

Mr. BOUTELL of Illinois. I meanunder any bill or under any
gystem of conrljmtation. It is a simple question: What divisor
applied to population leaves the smallest possiblesum of minority
fractions nunrepresented?

Mr. HOPKINS. I will say to the gentleman frankly that I
have not the figures on that basis from the Director of the Census.
I have some figures which I will insert in my remarks, running
them out by percentages and showing that, in accordance with
the population of the various States, the majority bill is more
near {fair to all of the States that are represented in the Federal
Republic than the minority; but I have not the figures to meet
the inquiry of my colleague.

Now, Mr. Speaker, some geatlemen have made complaint be-
cause these fractions differ when they are applied to the different
Styvtes and when the ratio is changed. But anybody who is famil-
iar with mathematics at all ought to understand that with a dif-
ferent divisor you get a different quotient every time, and it is
because in running through these figures from 850 to 400 we take
a different divisor 50 different times that produces the paradoxes
that have been spoken of by the gentleman from Colorado this
afternoon.

But, now, Mr, Speaker, this bill is nota sectional bill. It is not
a bill to Jfrotact the interests of one Stateat the expense of another,
It is a bill to provide for the best interests of the nation itself. In
the discussion that has been had here so far it has been made ap-
parent, I think, to the members of the House that the chairman of
the Committee on the Census and those members who have been
with him in reporting this majority bill have had no selfish and
no State interest to subserve.

I charge, Mr. Speaker, that the minority bill has not been pre-
E::ed on these national grounds. I charge that the minority bill

been prepared to protect the interests of certain individual
States regardless of the inferest of others, and that was clearly
and forcibly demonstrated by my colleagne from Pennsylvania

. DaLzELL] when he showed that it benefited 15 States and in-
jured 24 different States. To show to you, Mr. Speaker, how this
18 I desire to call to the attention of the members of the House
the names of the gentlemen who signed the minority report.

The first member is Mr. BURLEIGH, the author of the minori
bill. He is to take care of Maine, which, under the majority bill,
loses a member, The next member is Mr, RusseLL of Connecti-
cut, one of the ablest and best men upon this floor, but he has
been led astray by the fact that under the Burleigh bill an addi-
tional member is given to the State of Connecticut that is denied
to her under the majority bill.

The next is Mr. HeaTwoLE of Minnesota, who has joined in
this report, and his State is given an additional member over what
it is given in the majority bill. The next two members are Mr,
CrUMPACKER and Mr. GrIFFITH, of Indiana, both men protesting
that Indiana, under the majority bill, shall not lose a member, as
is provided in that bill. The next is Mr, WiLsox~ of South Caro-
lina, who stands equally in the position of the other gentlemen.

The members of the minority undertake to say here to the
members of this House that they have prepared the Burleigh bill
80 as to take care of major fractions. t matter has been dis-
cussed by me in a limited way prior to this fime, but I desire
again to call the attention of the members of this House to some
features of that bill wherein it is distinct and separate from the
bill presented by the majority of the committee.

We have stated that we predicate our bill upon a report that is
given to us by the Directorof the Census, where we take the arbi-
trary number of 357 to constitute the membership of this House,
and then using that as a divisor, taking the constitutional popula-
tion of the United States, we get a ratio to determine the mem-
bership in this House from the several States.

By doing that we apply that ratio, obtained as already stated,
to every State in the Union and then take care of the fractions in
the manner that I have indicated, giving to the State with the
largest fraction a member, and so on, until these additional mem-
bers are allotted. My learned friend here at my night [Mr. Loxg]
in his argument yesterday undertook to lead the House to believe
that this is an invention of recent date. Hisideaisthatthe theory
that all major fractions should not be provided for by a member
is an invention to support the present majority bill, and that it
was advocated in some way first by Mr. Walker, Superintendent
of the Ninth and Tenth censuses. I contended the other day and
I contend now that that principle was first announced by Mr,
Webster, of Massachusetts, in 1832, and that it has been followed
since the census of 1840,

Now, gentlemen, why do I make that statement? I acknowl-
edged at the start that in 1832, under the bill that was presented
by Mr. Webster, every majority fraction was cared for, but the
great contention at that time was not so much as to whether all
major fractions shounld be cared for as it was that fractionsshould
be represented in the apportionment of the States. Up to that
time, as gentlemen well understand, the allotment had been made
upon a basis where no representation whatever had been given to
fractions, and the House, under the leadership of Mr. Polk, of
Tennessee, prepared a bill of that character and it passed the
House.

When it went to the Senate Mr, Webster, noting the inequali-
ties and the injustice done to several States, evolved the principle
of having fractions represented. When his plan was sent to the
House it was rejected, but in 1840 the House adopted it, and not
only adopted that, but adopted the principle of disposing of the
major fractions in the manner contended for by the majority of
the Committee on

I call the attention of the members of this House to tha report
made by Mr, Everett, chairman of the Committee on the Census in
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1842, wherein this principle was advocated. In it he uses this
language:

The two modes—

Speaking of the different modes that had been suggested—
are as follows: The first, toascertain the ratio by dividing the aggregate Fed-
. eral numbers of the United States by the number of Representatives pro-
ggsed. and to apg}rtion them among the States by divi the Federal num-

rs of each State by the ratio thus found and assigning a resentative to
the higémst- fractions until the proposed number of Representatives are
assign:

Exactly the plan that was followed by the majority of the com
mittee in the preparation of the bill that they present to you. He
says further:

The principle was adopted by the Senate in the amendment to the a%'g:r-
tionment bill of 1832, but was rejected by the House. On that oceasion elab-
orate reports were made in the Senate by Mr. Webster and in the House by
Mr. Polk, containing, it is believed, a full argument on both sides of the ques-
tion; and, as the question in some form may again come before the House,
they have been annexed fo these reports.

That was in 1842, That was the principleadoptedin 1850, when
the men who were in control of national affairs were charged with
the duty of paring a bill, as our committee were charged.
They resorted to the principle announced by Mr. Everett in his
report in 1842, and they went still further than that. They in-
gisted, as many of the members do on this floor to-day, that the
House had become too large and that some provision should be
made that in the increase of population the constituencies of mem-
bers shounld be increased and the membership of the House should
remain practically as it was at that time.

The membership was made 233, and if any gentleman will look
at the statutes of the United States passed May 23, 1850, he will
find a law fixing the representation of this House at 233 members,
1t was proposed tomake the membership of the Honse permanently
233, and when the census should be taken the next succeeding ten
years, and so on, that the Secretary of the Interior after the offi-
cial count had been made and he had obtained the constitutional
population of the United States, should make his apportionment
in accordance with that law of 1830, keeping the membership of
the House at 233,

I say to my fellow-members upon the floor that our bill is in ac-
cordance with the principles that are enunciated in this law that
was to be the permanent guide of the members of the House. I
call their attention to this proviso in that law:

Provided, That the loss in members caused by fractions remaining to the
several States in the division of the pgfnu]aﬁon thereof shall be compensated
for by assigning to so many States having the largest fractions one additional
member each for its fraction as may be necessary to make the whole number
of Representatives 233.

Clearly, fully, and conclusively showing that in 1850 they had
recognized the principle that had been advocated in previous cen-
suses, and that they proposed not only to keep the membership
of this House down to 233 men, but they proposed to give that
representation upon this floor precisely in the manner that has
been proposed by the majority of the Committee npon the Census.

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker—

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LONG. Isnot that the first time the rule was followed?

Mr, HOPKINS. Why, Mr. Speaker, I am not now speaking of
that. I am speaking of the permanent statute that was placed
upon the statute book by the men who had this in charge, when
they proposed to fix a rule that would guide all subsequent Con-
gresses upon that snbject.

Mr. LONG. Will the gentleman permit—

Mr. HOPKINS. I can nof permit the gentleman to interrupt
me further.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman declines to yield further.

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, if during any of thoze times a
combination was made by States so that a variation had to be
made, that simply shows that combinations can entirely destroy
and strike down the great principle that should govern and con-
trol the action of this House.

1 simply refer to this law to show that the way has been blazed
for us by the great men who have preceded us on this floor, and
also to the fact that they recognized then that the House, under
the then membership, was growing too large for the dispatch of
business with orderly procedure in the House.

Now, this bill that has been offered by the minority of the com-
mittee is, in the language of the street, what would be regarded
as a ‘“‘mongrel.” Part of the representation in this House is
based on the figures given to us by the Director of the Census,
and when they have taken care of Kansas, Nebraska, Virginia,
and Maine, they deliberately add the other States that they want
to take into their combination, and say that the apportionment
shall be 386, and then come to this House and try to make intelli-

t men believe that they are representing all the major frac-

ions.
Why, Mr. Speaker, is it that they take the number 884? They
take it because by using the major fraction they can take care of

.

Connecticut and give her an additional member; they can take
care of Kansas by a majority fraction and give her an additional
Representative; they can take care of Maine, and, on a majority
fraction, give her an additional member; they can take care
of Nebraska, and they can take care of Virginia, Now, mark
you, these are the States that are largely interested in the report
of the minority committee, and these are the States whose mem-
bers have been upon this floor denouncing the bill and report of
the majority of the committee in unstinted terms.

Mr. LONG. Mr, %ﬁkﬂ_

The SPEAKER, the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPKINS. I do.

Mr. LONG. Did we not take care of Illinois on a majority
fraction also nnder that computation?

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, they did not take care of Illinois;
and, as I showed at the opening of the debate on this question,
Tilinois is entitled, under the representation of 386, to 28 members.
But whether they had taken care of Illinois or not, that would not
have inflnenced me in the least.

Mr. LONG. Did we not, nnder the computation?

Mr. HOPKINS. Under the computation. My criticism, Mr.
Speaker, is not that Illinois has not been taken care of, because I
believe it is my duty as a member of this House not to try to give
Illinois any political advantage over her sister States. Illinois,
with her magnificent population and her representation upon this
floor, can care for her interests whether that representation be 20
or 28. My contention is that these gentlemen in preparing the
minority report and bill presented here have made a combination
of States to secure political representation and influence in the
House to which they are not entitled under a fair apportionment.
If their bill be adopted, it has denied to 24 other States their share
of representation.

When they say, Mr, Speaker, that they take care of the major
fractions we find that while they do with a 384 membership, the
moment they make that number 386 they have left the States of
Iowa, Massachusetts, Michigan, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania
with major fractions without giving them any representation
whatever for such major fractions. If a majority fraction of
102,664 is good for Nebraska, why is not a majority fraction of
102,882 proper for the State of Michigan? If Maine is entitled to
an additional member with 114,941, then I want to know why it
is that New York, with a majority fraction of 115,826, is not also
entitled to a member? Why not Pennsylvania, with a majority
fraction of 120,515 Why not the great State of Ohio, with a ma-
jority fraction of 100,8707 And the grand old Repubilcan State of
Iowa, with 106,928?

And yet my friend the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Loxg]
undertdok in his speech yesterday to say that they had cared for
the majority fractions. en they make a membership of 386, it
matters not by what process, it is the result we look to, and when
we look at the result of 386 members we find they leave six great
States that I have named, with major fractions, unrepresented for
those major fractions. Is the State of Virginia or the State of
Nebraska entitled to a Representative for a major fraction any
more than any one of these States? Now, Mr. Speaker, they can
not avoid the logic of this situation by simply saying they must
stop somewhere.

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, may I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr. HOPKINS. I can not be interrupted now, because my
time is passing too rapidly. That is the trouble, Mr. Speaker,
with the bill that has been presented here by the minority of the
committee. If they want to deal fairly with all of these States,
why did they stop at the number 8862 Why did they leave these
six Statesout? Why did not they increase the membership? Why
did not they go to 893, where no State will lose any member?

I call this to the attention of the membersof the House o show
that in the combination that is represented by the minority of the
committee they are seeking here to gain a political advantage for
the States they represent, regardless of the interests of the ofher
States in the Republic, whereas in the bill presented by the ma-
jority the committee have taken the figures presented to us by the

irector of the Census and have followed them as indicated by
previous laws, and, as I have stated, given to us by all statisticians
and scientists who have given any attention to this subject.

And yet, Mr, Speaker, [ am sorry to say that the gentleman in-
sists that the majority of the committee are attempting to injure
some of the States. Saturday last one of the Representatives
from the State of Maine [Mr. LarTLEFIELD] had the floor here for
a couple of hours and made an address upon this snbject, in which
he made this charge against the majority of the committee. He
said that the bill we proposed ‘‘might well be entitled an act to
cripple the State of Mainein her representation on the floor of this
House and incidentally to apportion Representatives in accord-
ance with the numbers of the people elsewhere,” °

Now, Mr. Speaker, I want to state that the majority of the com-
mittee had no State and no individual in view in presentin i
bill, It is true that under the majority bill Maine is entitled to
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only three Representatives, and, if Dame Rumor is to be credited,
the seat of the gentleman who addressed the House on Saturday
last is the one in danger. In making this statement he takes a
modest way to tell the House and the conntg how dependent the
State of Maine is upon him. How delightfully encouraging it
must be to his colleagues of that State to know the esteem in
which they are held by him.

Maine crippled! Maine, the State of Hannibal Hamlin, of Wil-
liam Pitt Fessenden, of James G. Blaine, of Senators HALE and
FRYE, of the great Tom Reed, of the honored and loved Nelson
Dingley! That great State crippled by the loss of LITTLEFIELD!
‘Why, Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman’sstatement be true that Maine
is to be crippled by this loss, then I can see much force in the
ﬂ'ayer he uttered here when he said, ** God help the State of

aine.” |Laughter.]

Mr. Speaker, the State of Maine, under this bill that we pro-
pose, is as fairly and equitably dealt with as the State of Illinois
or any other State mentioned in the bill. It may be her misfor-
tune that the majority fraction is not considered, but under the
system that has prevailed for Eears in this House relatively she
loses nothing. As was stated here yesterday, it is not the num-
ber of members from any State which constitutes its power and
influence in this House. I can remember when Thomas B. Reed
was a member of this House, with Nelson Dingley, and that they
exerted an influence upon the legislation of this country that was
not equaled by the members from anyother State in the Republic.

And if Maine desires to hold the high and honored position in
the couneils of the nation that she has in the past, she must look
tothe quality of the men she sends, and not the number, And
what I say of the State of Maine is e(Lneale true of Illinois and of
every other State. It is not the number of the men, but it is the
character of the men that come here; and, as has been stated again
and again, the larger the number the less responsibility there is
among the members.

Lessen the membership of the House, and you will find a body
in ability and deportment and in the dispatch of business that
will rival the Senate of the United States, The scenes which
have been enacted here to-day again and again—the Speaker at-
tempting to get order so that the members could be heard—are a
good illustration of the fact that a halt should be called in the in-
crease of the representation on this floor.

Mr, Speaker, this question, as I have stated, is one that was con-
sidered in 1840 and in 1842 and in 1850. I find that under the Fifth
Census the representation in this House was limited to 240 mem-
bers. That wasin 1833, In 1842 the membership was decreased;
and for thirty years the membership of the House increased but
8 members, In 1833 we had but 240 members, and in 1863, 243.
The population of the United States in 1830 was 12,866,020, When
we had increased the number of Representatives on this floor only
8 our population had increased to 31,443,321, So that gentlemen
will see that if we do not increase the membership of the House
now, we are simply following the precedent that was given to us
in the early days by men who had known the troubles that have
been experienced by members who have been Representatives on
this floor for three or four Congresses.

Now, Mr., Speaker, before 1 go on to other branches of the case
I desire to note some of the objections that were made by the gen-
tleman from Maine on Saturday last to the propositions that were
advocated by me the day previous. Among other things, Mr.
Speaker, I had occasion to call the attention of the House to the
fact that the State of Maine had increased in population less than
10 per cent during the last forty years; but I attributed that to
the fact that many of the sons and daughters of Maine had gone
to the great West to populate those new and growing States.

The gentleman in following me upon thesucceeding day adopted
the suggestion I had made, and called attention to the fact that
while Maine had not increased the population within her terri-
torial limits as some States had, her sons and daughters were
found throughout the great West and had exerted a powerful in-
fluence in all of the great States in that section of our common
country. And he referred particularly to Chief Justice Fuller of
the Supreme Conrt of the United States,and the debt of gratitude
that Illinois owes to the Pine Tree State.

Mr. Speaker, Illinois is quick to respond to a call of that kind.
She acknowledges the debt that she owes not only to the great
State of Maine, but to New England as well. Their sons and
daughters have come to our State and have been welcomed among
ug and have become some of our best citizens in all the walks of
life, They have helped to build up Illinois until she has passed
all of her sister States in the West and to-day stands in the front
rank of the great States of the Republic.

‘We @re proud of those citizens, and they are proud of their
adopted State. The broad prairies of Illinois, the rich soil, and
the inviting climate have attracted people from New York, from
Pennsylvania, from Ohio, and the Southern States as well. From
whatever section of our common country they have come they
have received a generous welcome in Illinois, and many of them,

like Chief Justice Fuller, have been honored with high places in
the State and the nation.

But, Mr, Speaker, were my knowledge of the people of the State
of Maine limited to Chief Justice Fuller and the gentleman who
addressed this House on Saturday last—when I contemplate the
scholarly attainments, the polished manners, the nniform cour-
tesy and fairness of Chief Justice Fuller, I am constrained to say
that the sons who have left the State of Maine and have gone to
Illinois and other States belong to a different type of men from
those who remain at home and run for Congress. %anghter.]

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Maine, in order to show that I
had made some kind of a statement which, as he insisted, could not
be properly defended, quoted this langnage from my remarks:

Now, it would not be in accordance with the requirements of the Consti-

tuvion to give a greater representation to the than to the integral
numbers.

He then went on to say:

Now, then, if that is a sound constitutional legal statement, it means sim-
ply this, that if you give 208,868 a Representative it would not be constitu-
tional to give any less number a Representative. That is the gentleman’s
own statement. I quote it from the RECORD in order that he may follow it
if he likes. Now, take this statement and analyze the gentleman’s bill upon
that basis, that no bill will be constitutional that gives a Regjrsemntative in
substance to a less number than the whole number. That is roposition.
How does his bill stand upon it? Well, he gives to Arkansas a Representa-
tive on the basis of 157,753.

. Then, further on, after quoting again my language as I have
just read it, he continuned:

You state that as a proposition of law, and it is entirely true that your
whole argument gives to that legal proposition an absolute contradiction, or,
as some people say, the lie.

Now, taking his statement as he gave it, it would seem that he
undertook to convey the idea that I was givin%a larger represen-
tation on %eneral principles to the fraction than to the integral
number. But when you read the quotation in thecontext it shows
my position to be entirely clear and my interpretation of the Con-
stitution to be in accordance with established principles.

After describing how we had arrived at 835 members and that
there were 22 members left—4 to be apportioned to States that
would have only one Representative and 18 to those with major
fractions—I used this language:

Now, what was the most equitable and just way to dispose ot these frac-
tions? The four million and odd thousands that I have mentioned would be
entitled only to 22 members, on the ratio that we have already divided amon,
the other States. That aggregation of fractions would not entitled to
members, but only to 22. Now. it would not be in accordance with the re-

nirements of the Constitution to give a greater representation to a fraction
than to the integral numbers. 1t would not be i'nxt- and proper to take this
Popnlatlon that is represented by these various fractions an ve them an
nereased representation. Then what is the most equitable and just way to
dispose of the 22 members that represent the fractional numbers?

Then I explained how that is done. Now, Mr, Speaker, theline
of argument that the gentleman indulged in, in order to get a
seeming inconsistency in my statements, is the same kind of argu-
ment that the scoffer indulged in when he said the Bible was a
book of blasphemy and he would prove it by reading from the
Bible the words * There is no .” When the book was exam-
ined it was found that the entire sentence read, ‘‘ The fool hath
said in his heart, there is no God.”

The other statements that have been made in regard to my at-
titude upon this bill are too numerous for me to follow, but I
challenge the attention of the House to the fact that nostatement
was made by-me that is not snpported by the figures upon which
the bill is predicated, and no statement has been made by me that
is not fully carried out by precedents that extend over a period of
aix‘%y years of our national history.

hen the gentleman came to argue against the increased
resentation upon this floor, he said that time of the members is
taken up with other things, and in order not to do him injustice
1 will quote his exact langnage:

How is the time of the members of this House occupied? Is it occupied in
legislating upon this floor, or is it ocecupied from early morning in reading
over the last mail that reaches every member voicing the wants of his con-
igi_tugnts,'w per cent of whose demands are aside from any legislation upon

18 floor!

Then, after stating another reason, he says:

Or is it becaunse members are obliged to look out for need
who desire to be injected into office, and who, once injected, desire to be
promoted or to have their salaries increased, and are not willing to rest upon
a letter written to a head of a Department asking him to increase the salary
or promote the needy :A:plimzﬁut must insist upon a member making a
personal visit to the head of the Department and pressing the claims of E.ls
constituent? [Applause.]

Is that the gentleman’s conception of the duties of a member of
Congress? Is that the reason that we find him so eager to have
Maine given four members of Congress, instead of three, as it is
Eéven in the majority bill in this case? Is it his idea that a mem-

r should become an office broker here and beg for office and then
for promotion from the heads of the different Departments? I1f
80, 1 can say to the gentleman that his conception of the duties of
members of this body is entirely at variance with those of his
predecessor., I can say to him, what he already knows, that the
civil-service law was enacted in this country years ago, and has

constituents
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been kept in force from that time to this, in order to keep mem-
bers from doing that very thing. )

What is the duty of a member? To come here and legislate.
Then how is he to do it? Not by increasing the number of the
members; but if it is necessary to take time and answer letters
99 per cent of which have no bearing upon legislation, let his
$1,200 clerk do that. If it is necessary to get additional help,
the country would support the members of this House in get-
ting necessary assistance; but I say that when men are selected
by the various districts in the States of the Union to come here
they are elected to attend to their legislative duties. But,as I
pointed out the other day and the gentleman himself admitted, bill
after bill is passed in this House without any due consideration.
Measure after measure is brought here and the members im-
plicitly follow the lead of the committee without having that in-
telligent knowledge of the matter that would enable them to
exercise their influence upon proposed legislation.

I see, Mr, Speaker, that my time has nearly expired. I desire
again fo call tfo the attention of the members of the House the
fact that this is a national and not a State measure. We shonld
look to the precedents of our fathers. Suppose the great men who
assembled in Philadelphia to frame the Constitution under which
we are acting had carried out sectional and State views to the ex-
tent the gentlemen who represent the minority have done. The
American Republic would still be a dream. Had the people of
the various colonies, when that Constitution was &)resented to
them, been actuated by selfish motives such as we find represented
in the minority report, that great document would never have
been adopted which unites the 45 States into one d Republic.

But now, Mr. Speaker, without taking further time, I trust that
every member of this House will try by his vote to see not
what will benefit his district, not what will benefit his State, but
what will be the greatest good to the greatest number, and insure
the best legislation to the people of the whole country in the
future. [Applause.]

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.
Cousixns, indefinitely, on account of sickness.

ENROLLED EILLS BIGNED.

Mr. BAKER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of the fol-
lowing titles; when the Speaker si the same:

H. R, 11213. Anact for the relief of occupants of lands included
in the Algodones grant, in Arizona; !

H. R. 11588, An act permitting the building of a dam across the
Osage River at the city of Warsaw, Benton County, Mo.;

H. R. 4099. An act for the relief of the Macon Trust Company,
administrator of the estate of Samuel Milliken, deceased;

H. R. 6344, An act to remove the charges of desertion from the
records of the War Department against erick Mehring;

H. R. 2955. An act providing for the resurvey of township No.
8, of range No. 30, west of the sixth meridian, in Frontier
County, State of Nebraska; and

H. R. 12447. An act to amend an act approved June 1, 1900,
entitled “An act to create the southern division in the southern
district of Towa for judicial purposes, and to fix the time and
place for holding court therein.”

REAPPORTIONMENT,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will proceed to read the first sec-
tion of the pending bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That after the 3d of March, 1903, the House of Repre-
sentatives shall be composed of 857 members, to be apportioned among the
several States as follows:

bama,9; Arkansas, 6; California, 7; Colorado, 2; Connecticut, 4; Dela-
ware, 1; Florida, 2: Georgia, 11; Idaho, 1; Illincis, 23; Indiana, 12; Iowa, 11;
Kanseu;}]?: Kentucky, 10; Louisiana, 7; Maine, 3: Maryland, 6; Massachusetts,
13; Mic i%n. 12; Minnesota, 8; Mississippi, 7; Missouri, 15; 'Mantana, 1; Ne-
braska, 5; Nevada,1; New Hampshire, 2; New Jersey, 9; New York, 35; North
Carolina, §; North Dakota, 1: Ohio, 20; Oregon, 2; Pennsylvania, 30; Rhode
Island, 2; South Carolina, 6; SBouth Dakota, 2; Tennessee, 10; Texas, 15; Utah,
%Vex@onﬁ.z; Yirginia, 9; Washington, 2; West Virginia, 5; Wisconsin, 10;

yoming, 1.

Mr.BURLEIGH. Mr. Speaker,I desire to offer an amendment,

The amendment was read, as follows:

Strike ont all of section 1 afterline 2, 1, and insert the following:

“*That after the 3d day of March, 1908, the House of Representatives shall
be composed of 38 members, to be apportioned among the several States as
follows: Alabama, 9; Arkansas, 7; California, 8; Colorado, 8; Connecticut, 5;

Delaware, 1: Florida, 8; Georgia, 11; Idaho, 1; Illinois, 25; Indiana. 13; Iowa,
, 11; Lounisiana, 7; Maine, 4; Maryland, 6; Massachu-
setts, 14; Michigan, 12; esota, 9; Mississippi, 8§; Missouri, 16; Montana, 1;
Nebraska, 6; Nevada, 1; New Hampshire, 2; New Jersey, 10; New York, 87;
North Carolina, 10; North Dakota, 2: Ohio, 21; Oregon. 2; Pennsylvania, 32;
Rhode Island, 2; South Carolina, 7; SBonth Dakota, 2; Tennessee, 10; Texas,
16; Utah,1; Vermont, 2; Virginia, 10; Washington,3; West Virginia, 5; Wis-
consin, 11, and Wyoming, 1.

_Mr. BURLEIGH. Mr.Speaker,this amendment is the first sec-
tion of what is known as the Burleigh bill, found on page 117 of
the report of the committee.

11; Kansas. §; Kentu

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Missouri rise?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I rise for the purpose of offering an
amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is not yet in order. The gen-
tleman from Maine [Mr. BURLEIGH] has the floor, The Chair will
state that the gentleman from Maine has offered an amendment
to strike out and insert section 1. This will leave the House,
however, the privilege of perfecting the first section before the
substitute of the gentleman from Maine is voted upon; but the
gentleman from Maine, on his amendment, has the floor if he de-
gires to occupy it at this time.

Mr, BURLEIGH. I desire to say, Mr. Speaker, if it was not
fully understood before, that the amendment I have proposed is
the first section of the Burleigh bill, found on page 117 of the
report of the Committee on the Census.

r. WHEELER. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will sfate his parliamentary

inq a

Mr. WHEELER. Would it not be in order to offer a substi-
tute for the pending amendment?

The SPE R. This is a substitute now pending.

Mr. WHEELER. I understood the gentleman from Maine to
offer an amendment to the first section.

The SPEAKER. Itisanamendment in the nature of a substi-

tute.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr, Speaker, is the substitute subject to
amendment?

The SPEAKER. Undoubtedly, when it is reached for that pur-
pose. The first thing is the f)erfection of the text of the original
section, after which the Burleigh amendment will be in order, to
be perfected and then voted upon.

Mr. SPALDING. Mr. 8 er, I desire fo offer an amendment
to the first section of the bill of the majority, for the purpose of
perfecting it.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend in line 5, page 1, by striking out the word * fifty-seven "and insert-
in% in lien thereof the word “ sixty."

n line 8, e 1, after the word “ Colorado,” strike out the word * two"
and insert in lieu thereof the word *‘three;” and after the word “ Florida”
strike ont **two ' and insert in lieu thereof the word * three;” and in line 3,

2, after the words *“ North Dakota,” strike out the word “‘one” and
rt in lien thereof * two.”

Mr.SPALDING. Mr. Speaker,it will be observed thattheeffect
of this amendment is to increase the representation of the three
States having, under the bill of the majority, a major fraction each
of the basis of representation, namely, the States of Colorado,
Florida, and North JI)a.)mi;.e;. The adveocates of the minority or Bur-
leigh bill charge that injustice is done these States by the majority
or Hopkins bill, and some at least of the advocates of the Hopkins
bill concede that if these additional Representatives were given
these States as nearly exact justice would be done as can be done
in any bill which may pass this House. ]

The proposed amendment will place the Hopkins or majority
bill in such shape that if it does pass it may right the wrong
proposed by the bill as introduced and reported by the commit-
tee. Permit me tocall attention to thisfact, that the State of North
Dakota, by the census of 1900, has a population of 319,146, and a
constitutional population, that is, a total less Indians not taxed, of
814,454, This is the largest number of people represented by an
one member from any State or district under the Hopkins bil
It is said that anything can be proven by figures, and we had a
remarkable illustration of the correctness of that saying in the
discussion of this measure,

I donot contend that exact and equal justice can be done every
State by any measure; but, in my judgment, the most nearly we
can hope to approach it is to fix our basis of representation, and
then give each State a member on that basis and an additional
one for a major fraction. This is the method pursued in nearly
all the States in fixing the basisof representation in Congressional,
State, and other conventions. The line must be drawn some-
where, and if is drawn at the dividing line between the major and
minor fraction. This applies to any House, either large or small.
But in the light of fignres, see for a moment what is disclosed by
an analysis of the measure now before the House.

Pennsylvania is given a member for each 210,070 of its popula-
tion; North Carolina, 1 for 210,423; Oregon, 1 for each 206,768;
Mississippi, 1 for 221,610; New York, a member for each 207,554;
South Dakota, 1 for each 195,319; New Hampshire, 1 for each
205,794; Vermont, 1 for each 107,821; Florida, 1 for 264,271, with-
out this amendment; Colorado, 1 for 269,551, likewise before
amendment, and Maine, a member for each 231,469, while North
Dakota is only given 1 member for a population of 314,454, If
Maine has ground for complaint what can be expected of the
Ble of the State of North Dakota on this basis of representation?

ut apply a few figures in another direction. Of course from a

/|
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le%:I standpoint this may have no effect, but the conclusion is cer-
tainly warranted that the condition of affairs in the Southern
States ought to be the subject of careful investigation.

At the recent Presidential election for the leading candidates
for President and Vice-President there were cast in the State of
Georgia approximately 1 vote for each 19 of its population; in
Louisiana, 1 vote for every 22; in Mississippi, 1 vote to 27, while
in the country at large the average is about 1 to every 5 of the
population, and in my State, owing to the large number of
miners, about 1 to 5. One of two conclusions must be correct.
Either a large part of the population in the Southern Statesis in
some way prevented from exercising the right of suffrage or the
people take too little interest and are too unpatriotic to do so.

Several gentlemen upon the other side attemegt. to explain by say-
ing that their elections are practically settled or determined at
the primaries which place their candidates in nomination, but
the swhich I haveused are for the election of President and
Vice-President, and whatever may be the effect of primary elec-
tions upon local candidates, they certainly have no such effect
upon Presidential votes.

Mr. Speaker, the solemn duty of every member of this House
and his oath of office require an investigation of the conditions
in those States where so small a percentage of the population
makes itself heard in electing persons to the highest office in the
land. It matters not how patrictic their Representatives may be,
nor how their great hearts may throb in unison with the hearts of
the patriotic North, the fact remains that the rights of citizenship
are not exercised in those States.

But, Mr. Speaker, members of this House are well aware that
usages exist not sanctioned by law, but nevertheless usages which
have become so well established as to have the force of law among
the members of this House and their constituents. Under such
usages each member has duties to perform for his constituents out-
side the halls of Congress and outside his committee rooms. We
are required to look after the needs of our constituents in the va-
rious Departments, y

We are expected to take charge of all the post-offices in our
respective districts or States, make recommendations for the ap-

intment of proper persons,investigate applications for the estab-

ishment of new offices and increase of mail facilities, expedite ap-
plications for pensions, secure the appointment of constituents to
civil offices, and a thonsand and oneother things. These, I doubt
not, each member is ready, willing, and pleased to consider in the
interests of his constituents, yet, nevertheless, all detract from his
time and take his attention from the legitimate business of legis-
lation, and necessarily in many instances to such an extent as to
deprive him of the power to act intelligently on bills of great na-
tional importance,

Why, sir, the Representative from the State of North Dakota
has on his list more than 650 ffices. At least once in four
years a change is asked, and in a majority of cases a contest
waged. He is expected to decide on the merits of the respective
applicants, and settle all the difficulties. One of his greatest bur-
dens is to investigate and make recommendations with reference
to new offices in a rapidly growing and thinly settled State, and
I submit that there is not a man on this floor who, either unaided
or aided by a clerk of large executive ability, can attend to these
multifarions duties and have time or strength left to give any
consideration whatever to matters of legislation, which should be
of first importance. 1submit that no member from any State in
the Union has any such number of offices under his supervision
as has the member from the State of North Dakota. In this
respect city members have a great advantage over those from
country districts. They are able to devote their energies to
legislation.

Will not the members of this House give relief to the State of
North Dakota, giving it such representation as a majority frac-
tion is entitled to? ’IEhiswill divide the burdens incident to anew
country and a new State in half. Mr. Speaker, these are not the
only considerations involved in this amendment. AsIhavestated,
the population of North Dakota is 819,146. That is an increase
during ten years of 75 per cent, the largest percentage increase
of any State except one. Very much the larger portion of that
increase has occurred during the last five years, and it is safe to
gay that while the average has been 13,500, more than 20,000 has
been the average increase during the past five years. :

If this continues for another decade, you can very readily see,
Mr, Speaker, that at the end of that period the gopulatwn will be
more than half a million, much of which will be represented by
one member during all that time. Th’s increase will continue,
The productive Government lands are occupied in other States,
and the business of the United States land offices in that State
during the past year surpassed all records. The total number of
acres in farms in 1900 was over 11,000,000, The number of acres
under cultivation in 1890 was about 3,000,000, This acreage had
increased in 1900 to more than six and one-half million.

Population, age, and everything considered, no State compares

with it. Its soil is the most productive on the face of this conti-
nent, its summers the most sunny, and its winters the most
exhilarating. But, Mr. Speaker, it contains other and more im-
portant elements than cereals, stock, and farms. It contains a
population com of the most thrifty, intelligent, and energf’t]ajig
races of the Old World, and immigrants from the rock-ribbed hi
of New England and the prairies of the middle West. I suppose
one-third of its population is foreign born—natives of Norway,
Sweden, Germany, Russia, Greaf Britain, and Canada—while one-
third are natives of New England, Ohio, Illinoig, Iowa, Wisconsin,
and Minnesota.

Pursuing very lariely a common vocation and enduring com-
mon ips, they bave developed that hardihood, industry, and
thrift and those other elements of good citizenship which char-
acterized the early settlers of the Atlantic colonies. They take an
interest in the affairs of government, and with them the right of
free speech is never abridged. They gather at the schoolhouses,
the country stores, and post-offices and discuss questions of na-
tional importance, exchange their views, and go to their homes
the wiser and better prepared to cast their ballots intelligently.

With 96,000 children of school age they expend over §1,275,000
annually for school purposes. The elementary principles of civil
government are tanght, and from every public school float the
Stars and Stripes, Love of country is the first lesson implanted
in the schoolboy’s breast, and his duties and obligations as an
American citizen are his topic as he delivers his valedictory.

Mr. Speaker, these are some of the reasons why I predict a
steady growth in podpulation during the next decade in that State,
and say that, considering this and the fact that we already have
a major fraction on the basis fixed by this bill, we ought not to
be cut off with 1 Representative. I therefore ap to the advo-
cates of both these bills to not oppose this amendment.

By adopting it the inequalities and injustice of which both
sides now complain will be remedied and it will become simply &
question of increase in the membership of the House. By voting
for this amendment you will only conform your acts to your ad-
missions in argument and do justice to intelligent, loyal, and
patriofic sections of our great country. [Applause.]

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speaker, I regret to say
that I shall have to oppose the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Dakota. North Dakota, along with Colorado
and Florida, will be taken care of in the minority report, and I
can not consent, when their right is preserved by that minority
report, ghat they should make terms with the enemy after battle
is joined.

Again, Mr, Speaker, it wonld destroy the Eerfect symmetry which
has characterized the system adopted by the chairman of the ccm-
mittee, and which he has adorned by his argument upon this floor,
to allow those 3 States to the extent of 3 exceed his 22, which,
according to his statement, already have been exhausted, as to add
3 more States to his 22, by increasing the number from 357 to 560,
would destroy the two magnificent arguments with which the
House has been regaled, My friend must wait until the Burleigh
bill is voted upon, and I think we can assure him that North
Dakota will be taken care of.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer a4 subati-
tute for the amendment offered by the gentleman from North
Dakota, which I send to the desk.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state to the gemtleman from
Missouri that this amendment a.{apears to be a substitute, some-
thing after the form of the Burleigh substitnte, and having the
same purpose. It clearly can not be entertained at this time, or
until the Burleigh substitute is disposed of.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Can not I offerit as asubstitute for the
amendment offered by the gentleman from North Dakota?

The SPEAKER. It would not be germane to that amendment.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Can I have it considered as an amend-
ment pending, as the Burleigh substitute is?

The SPEAKER. TheChair cannotsaythat, Itisnotgermane
to the amendment offered, and it has the same appearance as the
Burleigh amendment.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. May]I have the amendment read inmy
time?

TheSPEAKER. Thegentlemancanhavethatdone, The Clerk
will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Am>nd section 1 by striking out all after the word * composed,” in line 4,
and inserting in lien thereof the following:

* Of 400 members, to be apportioned among the several States as follows:

“Alabama, 10; Arkansas, 7; 'ornia, 8; Colorado, 8; Connecticut, 5; Dela~
ware, 1; Florida, 8; Georgia, 12; Idaho, 1; Illinois, 256; Indiana. 13; Iowa, 12;
Kansas, 8; Kentucky, 12: Louisiana, 7; Maine, 4; Maryland, 6; Massachusetts,
15; Michigan, 13; Minnesota, §: Mississippi, 8: ari, 17: Montana, 1: Ne-

braska, 6; Nevada, 1; New Hampshire, 2; New Jersey, 10: New York, 89;
North Carol 10; North Dakota, 2; Ohio, 22; Oregon. 2; Pennsylvanis, 34;
Rhode Island, 2; Bouth Carolina, 7; Sonth Dakota, 2; Tennessee, 11; Texas,
16; Utah, 1; Vermont, 2; Virginia, 10; Washington. 3; West Virginia, 5; Wis-
eonsin, 11; Wyoming, 1.

My, SHACKLEFORD., Now, Mr, Speaker, the proposition is
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to make the number of Representatives 400, and I believe that the
majority of this House will agree with me that that is not too
many. Iam a Democrat, and one of those Democrais known as
the organized Democracy, and that doesnot need to bereorganized.

I believe in the distribution of the Representatives among the
people, and the more representation is disseminated amongst the
people the more nearly we approach a republican form of govern-
ment. Believing that, I shall always argue that we ought to
have a large representation in Congress. If the rules, as has
been complained of, do not permit deliberation, I shall live in ho
that some day they may be changed so that they will afford the
people better opportunities to be heard through their Representa-
tives. Iam therefore in favor of a large representation, as widely
distributed among the people as ible. Having that view, 1
will again offer this amendment when it shall be in order.

Mr. MCLAIN. Mr. Speaker, in reading over the findings of the
Select Committee on the Twelfth Census, to whom wasreferred the
question of an apportionment among the several States under that
census, as provided by Article X1V, section 2, of the Constitution
of the United States, we find three reports. The majority report
recommends that after the 3d day of March, 1903, the House of Rep-
resentatives shall be composed of 357 members, the same as the

esentrepresentation. Under this, Mississippi is assigned 7 mem-

rs, that {‘)eing herpresent number. The minority report, which
is signed by 6 members of the committee, recommends a House
consisting of 386 members, and under this apportionmnent Mis-
gissippi is assigned 8 members.

As to the relative merits or demerits of these two respective re-
ports I shall not tor the present discuss, but will say in passing
that I shall support the minority bill known as the Burleigh bill.
Under either of these two Mississippi is treated equitably and
fairly. The only question involved in these two reports is at
what number shall the House of Representatives be fixed. All
States under either of these two propositions receive their just
quota of members. But, Mr. S er, there is a third report, in
which 1 am greatly interested and to which I desire to pay my re-
spects. That report is the one made by the gentleman jrom
Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER]., Outf of the 13 members composing
that committee he is the only one that favored it, and it is pre-
pared and signed by him only.

In it he recommends that the size of the House be fixed aft 874,
and he further proposes to reduce the representation of the States
of Lonisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina
three each, for alleged disfranchisement of citizens. This bein
a direct blow at my State, in common with some others I fee
that I should enter my protest. On yesterday he presented his
views at length to this House. I am sorry, indeed, he has thrust
this question upon this House. Ifcomesunwelcome and unbidden.
The committee before whom it was referred refused to indorse it.
I am told that it does not meet with the views of his own party,
and I am quite sure the sentiment of the country is against it.

Regardless of all thishe drags it before this House, having re-
ceived but little, if any, encouragement of a substantial nature
from any source. I trust he is in some measnre satisfied. The
matter seems to lie heavily upon the gentleman's conscience, and
he seems to feel it is his heaven-imposed duty to draw a special
indictment against my State and some others, charging us with
being lynchers and suppressers of the franchise, and npon this he
asks a verdict of guilty as charged at the hands of this House, and
that the sentence be that we be robbed of a portion of our consti-
tutional representation in Congress.

The gentleman has been pressing this matter for several ses-
sions of Congress. He is honest and sincere in his demands, but
I take it he is an enthusiast, and like all extreme enthusiasts he
is governed more by sentiment than by reason. Doubtless his
investigations of this subject have been laborious, but chiefly
from one standpoint. All men investigating a question under
these conditions are liatle to blunder, because they do not weigh
and square things up in their true proportion and just relations
to other things.

The discussion of this matter. injected in here by this amend-
ment of the gentleman from Indiana, can not be productive of
any good resul(s, but, on the contrary, I can see where evil fruit
may flow from its consideration. Handling it as temperately and
prudently as possible, it will have a tendency to revive the old
sectional question. For this reason I would not make any re-
marks on the proposition if the gentleman had not embodied in
his printed report and in his speech before this House on yester-
day, which is now a part of the record of this House, such a bitter
denunciation of my section.

If there is any question that has or will ever come before Con-
gress which should be disarmed of all passion it is this amend-
ment now pending before us, for it brings up in an indirect way
as to how a certain section of the South can keep the Constitution
of the United States inviolate and at the same time preserve their
own safety and good government. Sgeaking for my State, what
we did to restrict suffrage was not done to degrade, oppress, or

imgede any class of her citizens, but in the interest of good morals
and clean government.

On this line he says, in speaking of the negro:

He has no rights that the white man is bound to respect, and he may be
shot down, hanged, or burned at the stake, without regard to legal pro-
cedure or sanction, withabsolute impunity. The trators of these crimes
against civilization do not make the poor excuse that the penal machinery is
inadequate. And the most appalling aspect of the situation is that in some
of the most atrocious instances of mob execution the work is done in broad
daylight and no effort is made on the t of the perpetrators to conceal
their identity. Noprosecutionsever follow. Novictim of the most frenzied
religions bigotry in ages past ever received more shockingly brutal treat-
ment. ‘The torture is indescribable. The Federal Government is powerless
to prevent these cutrageous crimes and the local authorities will not.

Such are some of the accusations he brings against the South-
ern people. ‘*He has no rights that the white man is bound to
respect,” says the gentleman, This, sir, Ideny. We are not out-
laws banded together to ;I)lunder and rob a poor and helpless race,
Speaking for my State, I assert that there is not a State in this
Union more generous and liberal to this people than Mississippi.
We are just and kind to him. He finds employment the year
through at remunerative prices. If there isto-dayan unemployed
negro in my State, it is from choice or laziness. No laboring class
beneath the sky extracts more real joy and pleasure, contentment,
and happiness out of life than the negro of Mississippi. * He may
be shot down, hanged, or burned at the stake with absolute im-
punity,” says the gentleman from Indiana.

This is pretty strong language, It is as unkind as it is unde-
served. From this language one would judge that we go out. on
the slightest provocation, and shoot them down like a lot of worth-
less cats, or that he may be mobbed for political reasons, or from
any other cause, whenever it suits our fancy. This, sir,isnottrue,
Occasionally lynching does ocenr in the South, as it does in other
sections of the country, not for political caunses or some
crime, but for the commission of some atrocious crime, princi-
pally ra It has been my observation that in most any section
of this Union, if some notorious defier of the law commits some
flagrant crime that stirs from center to circumference the com-
inunity in which it is committed, it is hard to restrain mob vio-

ence.

If some brute outrages a good and pure woman, her family and
neighbors usually get aroused sufficiently to take their guns and
shoot him like they would a mad dog passing through their midst,
This is all wrong, but nevertheless it occurs in all parts of this
Union. The mob who thus acts is aroused to desperation over
the outrage on womanhood, and when it pauses to consider, shall
the law deal with the wretch, it is still further bewildered, con-
founded, and infuriated at the thought. If this course is pur-
sued, the ontraged woman must not only face the public, a court,
and jury, and there relate the unspeakable wrongs so cruelly in-
flicted upon her, but must also relate it in the presence of the
brute who has destroyed her life.

Mob violence knows no phy when certain conditions are
pressed to the front. I do not say it isright. It is to be de-
plored. When the gentleman makes this charge of crime against
the Southern section alone, it occurs to me this is an issue he
can not well afford to challenge. I do not like to be critical. As
a rule, when an accusation is made against my section, I hate to
answer the accuser with a counter charge on his section, or, as it
is sometimes expressed, * You are another!”

But the opportunity here is too good to let the chance slip by
without calling the gentleman’s attention to just a little of the
history and ‘‘devilment” of hisown State, and in doing so I want
to say to the people of that great State that I do not do this to cast
any unnecessary reflections npon her good name; but one of her
Representatives on the floor of this House has invited this line of
argument. As he has done this, I wish to show to him, by way
of comparison, that Mississippi is just aslaw abiding as his State—
one of the foremost and most progressive States of this Union.

Are Mississippians and the le of the South generally less
civilized than the people of Indiana? I think not. Idonot think
I can be accused of extravagance when I say the world has never
known a truer and bett.et;lgeoph than the white people of the
South. They are brave and hospitable, chivalric and patriotic.
They are true to home and family, true to friend and themselves,
true to country and to Goil. In what respect are the Southern
people more lawless than the people of Indiana? In the light of
their respective histories let them be judged.

When you turn the great searchlight of truth upon Indiana’s
record on this line you will find there has been as much, or more,
lynchings there within the last few years thanin Mississippior any
other SouthernState; and asto crimes committed by ** White Caps,”
heretofore laid at their door by the press of the country, such as
whippings and other outrages, they are too numerous to mention.
These lawless ** White Caps” could jerk u? and whip vagabonds
in Indiana in great numbers and it scarcely attracted attention,
but a less grav crime committed in the South on a similar class
of people is solemnly accepted as proof, by the gentleman from In-
dianaand some others, that thenegrorace isbeinglynched, hanged,
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or burned at the stake. The gentleman *‘ can see the mote in the
ialge *of his Southern brother, but he **can't see the gin-house in
is own.”

Indeed, as to lawlessness the gentleman’s State easily occupies
high rank. Isay thisin all kindness to the gentleman from In-
diana and to the people of his State. Just as good people there
as ever trod the green carpetof God's earth. Just as good as youn
will find anywhere—indeed, the great mass of her people are re-
specters of the law—but the people there are just like people else-
where, that, under certain abnormal conditions, they may be pro-
voked to violence. Human nature is the same all over the world.
But before I pursne this question of lynchings and crimes in In-
diana any further, I want to first show by the written history of
this State, the home of the author of this bill, that she hasalways
looked upon the negro as an inferior race, and justly so, and has
discriminated against him in her laws and in her State constitu-
tion.

Let me briefly present the facts on this line. Her first consti-
tution, adopted in 1816, contained a provision that only whites
were allowed to vote and only whites could be in the militia. As
time rolled on did this feeling or prejudice against the negro grow
less or greater? In answer to this let the statute of 1831 speak
(see revision of 1831, p. 875):

An act concerning free negroes and mulattoes, servants and slaves. (Ap-
proved February 10, 1831.)

BrorioN 1. Be it enacted by the general assembly of the State of Indiana,
That from and after the 1st day of September next no black or mulatto per-
son coming or brought into this State shall be permitted to reside therein
unless bcrn%. with good and sufficient security, be given on behalf of such per-
son of color, to be afpwved of by the overseers of the poor of some township
in this State, payable to the State of Indiana, in the penal sum of /0, con-
ditioned that sucga]i)eraon shall not at any time become a charge to the said
county in which said bond shall be given, nor to any other county in this
State, as also for such person’s good behavior; which bond shall be filed in
the clerk’s office of the county where the same may be taken. And a convie-
tion of such negro or mulatto of any crime or misdemeanor against the penal
laws of this State shall amount to a forfeiture of the condition of such bond:
Provided, That on any suit brought upon such bond for the penalty thereof
aless sum than the penalty may, in the discretion of the jury trying such
action, be against anﬂ efendant or defendants by way of da 5

BEc. 2. If any negro or mulatto coming into this State as aforesaid
fail to comply with the provisions of the first section of this act, it shall be,
and is hereby, made the duty of the overseers of the poor, in any township
where such negro or mulatto may be found, to summon him, her, orthem to
8 r before some justice of the peace, to show cause why he, she, or they

not comply with the provisions of this act, which summons be

issued b ai';usticeo!t.he o on the a
poor in this State, and shall be executed (
such negro or mulatto shall still fail to give the bond and security required

the first section of this act, after being brought before such justice as

oresaid, it shall be the duty of the overseers of the poor of such townshi

to hire out such negro or mulatto for six months, for the best price in
that can be had. e proceeds arising from such hiring shall paid into
the county treasury o th&ﬁmper county, for the use of such negro or mu-
latto, in such manner as s be directed by the overseers of the poor afore-
said: Provided, however, That itshall be lawful for the overseers of the poor
to remove such negro or mulatto without the jurisdiction of this State, in
the same manner and under the same rules and regulations as are pointed
out in the act for the relief of the poor, instead of hiring such negro or mu-
latto out, at the discretion of said overseers.

SEC. 8. Any sheriff or jailer who shall hereafter commit or suffer to be
committed to prison any negro or mulatto without a lawful mittimus or
beinﬁsotherwise authorized by law for that ?urpcm. or under the provisions
of this act, shall be fined, npon presentment or indictment, in any sum not
lemé thait (31: l;ﬂ:dred nor more than ﬂvﬁmndred dollars. e

EC. 4. Bhould any person or persons knowingly engage or hire or harbor
such negro er mulatto, hereafter coming or being brought into this State,
without such colored person first complying with the provisions of this act,
such person or persons so offending shall pay a fine of not less than five nor
more than one hundred dollars, fo be recovered by presentment or indict-

ment.

SEc. 5. That the right of any person or persons to pass through this State
with his, her, or their negroes or mulattoes, servant or servants, when emi-
grating or traveling to any other State or Territory or country, making no
unnecessary delay, 18 hereby declared and secured.

On March 4, 1852 (see Special Laws of Indiana, 1852, p. 175),
the general assembly of Indiana passed “A joint resolution on
the subject of theslave trade, and for the purpose of colonization,”
and in the advocacy of this plan used, among other things, this
forcible langunage:

And that it is the duty of the Co of the United States and of the
legislatures of each of the States of this Union to enact such laws, in har-
mony of each other, as would promotea general system of colonization, not
oni{e or the purpose of suppressing the African slave trade, but also to sep-
arate, as far as possible, the white and theb}.a.ckramupontbisoonﬂnentby
sending off, where the{lmight- consent to it, all colored persons in the United
States, except those who may be held in service, to such colonial states with-
out cost, and providing for their comfort there fcx: a reasonable period after-
wards; thus making some compensation to an injured race for the wrongs
and the olylbpremons for ages, and relieving ourselves from a pogulntlon
which, although amongst, can never be of us in social or political rights, and
for that cause are at all times liable to become a source of public charge and
of t‘gnhlic annoyance in each State where they may reside. and of causing irri-
tation and bad neighborhood in the feelings of the States themselves.

You will note that this resolution expressly emphasizes the fact
that this course of colonization will be of t benefit in “re-
lievingbaourselvea from a population which, although amongst, can
never be of us in social or political rights, and for that cause are
at all times liable to become a source of public charge and of pub-
lic annoyance in each State where they may reside,” But [ must

lication of any overseer of the
¥ the proper constable. And if

pass on. I will next call your attention to the constitution of
1851 of Indiana:
ArTicLE IL
BUFFRAGE AND ELECTION.
B8Ec. 5. No negro or mulatto shall have the right of suffrage.
ArTicLe XIIL
NEGROES AND MULATTOES.

Secr1oN 1. No negro or mulattoshall come into or settle in the State after
the ac!ogtion of this constitution.

SEC. 2. All contracts made with any negro or mulatto coming into the
State conl:mrg to the provisions of the foregoing section shall be void, and
any person who shall employ such negro or mulatto, or otherwise encourage

him to remain in the State, shall be fined in any sum not less than §10 nor
more than $500.

SEgc. 8. All fines that may be collected for violation of the provisions of
this article, or any law which may hereafter be passed for the purpose of
carrying the same into execution, shall be set aside and appropriated for the
colonization of such negroes and mulattoes, and their descendants, as may

be in the State at the adoption of this constitution and may be willing to
emigrate

SEC. 4. The general assembly shall pass laws to carry out the provisions
of this article.

This constitution was adopted by the people in 1852, and the gen--
eral assembly of the State on June 18, 1852 (see Indiana Revised
Statutes, 1852, p. 375), passed an act to enforce and carry out the
provisions of the above article of the constitution.

Did the people of Indiana pursue this question an{nfurther? Let
me read from the statute of Indiana (see Laws of Indiana, 1833),
which speaks for itself:

Be it enacted by the eral assembly of the State of Indiana: No Indian,
or person having one-eighth or more of negro blood, shall be permitted to tes-
tify as a witness in any cause in whichany white person is a party ininterest.

H‘he supreme court of Indiana (see 7 Indiana Reports, p. 389)
in the case of Barkshire vs, The State, in passing upon the thir-
teenth article of the constitution and the act of 1852 to enforce its
provisions, says:

The thirteenth article of the constitution, in inaugurating this poli , Was
separately submitted to a vote of the people, under the title of ** Exclusion
and colonization of negroes.” Itisa matter of history how emphatically it
was approved by the popular voice. A constitutior:s policy so decisively
ado ,and so clearly conducive to the separation and ultimate good of
both races, should be rfs‘ldly enforced.

This decision was rendered in 1856. After the civil war the su-
preme court of Indiana (see Smith v»s. Moody et al., 26 Indiana
Reports, p. 209), in 1866, held that the thirteenth article of the
constitution of Indiana and the act of June 18, 1852, enforcing
the provisions of the same, are repugnant to the Constitution
of the United States.

Such in brief, Mr. Speaker, is the lefislative history of Indiana
on this neﬁrﬁuestion. Of course, all legislation of this character,
in this an other States, has been swept away by the amend-
ments to the Constitution of the United States. But has this
brushed away that racial distinction and feeling that gave birth
to these now obsolete statutes? These laws passed in her early
history clearly show that she did not regard the negro as a safe
and fit person to be armed with suffrage, and this is my chief rea-
son in pointing out these laws, and not with the view of attempt-
if'aiﬁ to cast any aspersion upon the great Commonwealth of In-

na.

Has these changed conditions in the law obliterated all race
feeling in that State? Let us see. Here within the last month

ndemonium, so to speak, broke loose in the towns of Rockport,

nville, and Cementyille. The mob killed two negroes in the
town of Brookville and one in Rockport, and from the facts con-
nected with this lawless and bloody scene it seems, quoting the
langnage of the gentleman from Indiana, ‘‘ he has no rights that
the white man is bound to respect, and he may be shot down,
hanged, or burned at the stake, without regard to legal procedure
or sanction, with absolute impunity.” ‘*And the most appalling
aspect of the situation is” that this most atrocious exhibition of
mob execution ‘“is done in broad daylight and no effort is made
on the part of the perpetrators to conceal their identity.”

Remember this bloody tragedy occurred in the very heart of
the towns of Rockport and Boonville, having a population of
2,822 and 2,037, respectively. But for all this would you de-
nounce the people of Indiana ascriminals? Would you denounce
the people of these towns as ountlaws? 1 think not. Again I re-
peat, human nature is the same the world over, The race feeling
and the Iynching of negroes, when certain conditions materialize,
occurs as freely in Indiana as it does in any part of the South.
How and why this recent lynching occurred can be better told
by thgsofollowing clipping from the Courier-Journal of December
19, 1900:

SHORT WORK MADE OF TWO NEGROES BY INDIANA MOB—WENT AFTER A

THIRD, BUT WERE DEFIED BY HIS EMPLOYER—WHITE BARBER MURDERED—

WAYLAID AND ROBBED AS HE RETURNED FROM HIS WORK—BLOODHOUNDS

ON THE TRAIL—QUICKLY TOOK THE SCENT AND CARRIED IT TO WHERE
THEY WERE IN JAIL—EVERYTHIXG OPENLY DONE.

[Special.]
RoCKPORT, [ND., December 18,

The murder of a white barber at an early hour this morning was followed
by the lynching to-night of two negroes, James Henderson and Bud Rowland.
,On Baturday night about 1 o’clock H. 8. Bimons. a barber, was waylaid and
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murdered on his way home from his shop. His body was not discovered till
about 5 o'clock this morning, and at once Henderson and Rowland were sus-
ted of the erime. Sheriff Anderson arrested both of them at 9 o'clock and

t them in jail. Henderson lives in North Rockport and Rowland was at

enderson’s home when the arrests were made.

The people were thoroughly en d and determined to avenge the brutal
murder of Simons as soon as it could be definitely determined who the mur-
derers were.

BLOODHOUNDS TOOK THE SCENT,

A telegram to Mcrgmﬂe]t_l.tlgg‘. resulted in a bloodhound being on the spot
where the crime was commit in a few hours. The dog went direct from
where Simons’s body was found to Henderson’s home, and then from there
to the cell in the jail where Henderson had been placed some seven or eight
hours before.

There was no restraining the e | people longer. Everybody knew
there was going to be a lynching. Sheriif Anderson sent his away
from the jail residence to the Yeranda Hotel.

THE MOB FORMS.

As soon as dark began to gather over the little city signs of the organizing
mob were easily discernible. Hun of men to move toward the
%ai.l. and by 7 o'clock 500 éﬂo had surrounded the jail and made a demand

or Henderson and Rowland. Jailer Anderson refused to surrender them,
and the mob attacked the jail. They overpowered him to get possession of
the keys, and he told them he had sent the keys away.

JAIL DOORS BATTERED DOWN.

The mob then attacked the jail doors with axes and sledges. It required
nearly three-quarters of an hour to batter down the doors and get on the in-
gide. Henderson was in a cell in the lower tier and Rowland in the upper.
The door to Rowland’s cell soon gave way, but the door to Henderson's cell
was more strongly built and snccessfully resisted the attack.

ANOTHER NEGRO ACCUSED.

(3rowing impatient the mob fired about 20 shots into Henderson’s cell and
into his body. Rowland was taken out and before he was strung up made a
confession. He said that he and Henderson and another negro named Joe
Rolla, night porter at the Veranda Hotel, committed the erime, and the mo-
tivewasrobbery. He said that Rolla held Simons while he beat him over the
head with an iron bar and Henderson with a billet of wood.

BOTH BODIES STRUNG UP.

Rowland was strung up, and by this time Henderson’s body had been got-
ten out of the cell, and it was strung up beside Rowland. The mob then rid-
dled the bodies with bullets, over ots being fired.

THE MOBE DEFIED.

Then the enmq;ad crowd made a rush for the Veranda Hotel to secure
Rolla, implicated by Rowland in his confession. Mr. C. R. de Bruler, pro-
rrietm- of the hotel, had already heard of Rowland's confession, and know-

it to be false as to Rolla, took his stand at the door to Rolla's room, and,
:ﬁh drawn pistols told the mob that Rolla was innocent, and they would
have to kill him before they could get Rolla.

Two or three cooler heads in the mob insisted that Mr. De Bruler, who
was an honorable citizen, be given an opportunity to prove the innocence of
Rolla. Mr, De Bruler then mounted a counter and made a speech to the mob.
He said he kngl}:arsnnﬂly that Rolla was not away from the hotel Saturda;
?highh ztt)nd he called other witnesses, by whom he substantiated the fact, an

2 mo rsed.

Rolla then left the city as quickly as he could get away.

ROBBERIES HAD BEEN COMMON.

The reelin%:n Rockport to avenge the murder of Bimons was intensified
by the fact that within the past two weeksabout a dozen houses have been
robbed, and Henderson and Rowland were suspected. Other negroes are
also suspected, and unless the robberies cease there may be other lynchinpfs.

The mob was a determined one, but it went quietly and coolly about its
business. The members would have brooked nc resistance, and had Sheriff
Anderson undertaken to protect the negroes with a guard there might have
been abloody battle.

COMPOSED OF BEST PEOPLE.

The mob was composed of the best people of Rockport. They wore no
masks, and they did not make anz}eﬂ’ort at all to conceal their identity.
They were orderly, and only 15 or 20 shots were fired in the air to keep by-
standers from crowding up. N

Wki_thin one hour after the mob attacked the jail they had finished their
wor

VICTIM A MARRIED MAN.

Simons was a young man 29 years of age. He was married, and left a wife
and one child. He came to Rockport from Winslow, Ind., about two years
ago. He was an honest, industrious young man, and was ]‘Jlfﬁhly respected.

The woundsupon his head presented a shocking sight. ere were twelve
distinet cuts on the head and face. His head was beat into a jelly, the left
eye was knocked out, and the brains oozed out of his skull. e weapons
used were a bar of iron about 2 feet long and an oak sf from a
wagon sideboard.

EXODUS OF NEGROES.

Eight other negroes were arrested as suspects, but they were able to
establish alibis. It has created such intense fear that several negroes have
disappeared from Rockport to-night, and those remaining in the city are
staying off the streets.

After the mobdispersed many went to their homes, whilehundreds crowded
around the hotels and other public places to discuss the ]ﬁching: and the
declaration was boldly made that every time a future robbery occurred in
Rockport the le were going to ferret out the robbers and string them up;
that robbe Ez)ippeoomaw common and so bold that safety to the peop]fe
demanded that stringent measures be resorted to in order to check it.

Theodore Evans, brother-in-law of Simons, and his partner in business,
is prostrated as the result of Simons’s murder, and the attending physicians
say his life is in danger.

BRUTAL—NEGROES FRIGHTENED AWAY BEFORE THEY
COULD ROB THEIR VICTIM,

[Special.]

THE CRIME MOST

ROCKPORT, IND., December 16,

The place where Simons met his fate was an ideal place for such murder-
ous work. It was near the corner of Fifth and Elm streets. A high board
fence faces the pavement for abont 40 feet, and terminates in an YWAY.
‘When he reached this place, he was struck by one of the n swithal
club, which had a nail in the end of it, crushing his skull. e nail en:
his forehead and came out through the eye. ;

The indications show that a flerce and desperate struggle followed, as the
ground been trampled down and was covered with blood for a distance
of about 1% feet up and down the edge of the road.

8imons’s cries and groans soon brought Frank Jones and B!l]g' Stateler,
two country boys, who were returning home, to_the scene, but it was too
dark to see anything. They then lit a match, and one of the robbers, who
was hiding behind the fence, threw the tail gate of a wagon at them to frighten
them away, as the robbers had not had sutficient time to search their victim
after committing their nefarious crime.

The gate struck Stateler on the leg and severely wounded him, and he is
now confined to his bed on account of it The robbers then made good their
escape, as the two boys whoso bravely came to the rescue stayed by the vie-
tim and lustily called for help.

A small erowd soon collected, and after a futile search for the criminals
they carried the murdered man to the home of his brother-in-law, where he
lmgared until 4 o’clock, but never regained consciousness.

imons's head was erushed and beaten into a pulp, while hisface was bruised
and cut in a number of places.

The nail had entered the head six times, making terrible wounds.

A PREMONITION OF DANGER.

The two negroes were familiar with the fact that Simons always carried
the money belonging to the firm, and they were seen on Main street as late
as 1a m. watching for their victim. Saturday night Simons sugﬁmted to
his partner that something might happen and requested him to take half of
the money, seeming to have a premonition that danger was lurking in the
near future for him. For the past three years he had been treasarer, and
this was the first time the rule was broken. He bad $42.50 in a shot bag on
the inside of his overcoat pocket, but the footpads failed to get anything, as
they were compelled to run away toavoid being recoxnmﬁe and probably

captured.

E‘rom early morning a large crowd of citizens congregated at the place of
the erime and continued to grow ]a.r%er and when en'eningI came there was
a gathering of about 2,000 citizens, an ail r to see the culprits canght and
mobbed. The citizens organized a vigilance league in the morning and raised
a large fund for the pu.rg%se of apprehending the murderers and ferreting
out all kinds of crime. e past week there have been four cases of house-

reaking, besidesa number of smaller stealing offenses. This work has been

carried on extensively for the past two months, and when this additional

piece of crookedness was added to the already crowded calendar of crime al-

most every citizen in the town was willing that some desperate method should

&pmﬂcai li-hs life and property were getting to be valued too cheaply by
[ ere.

ONE MORE VICTIM OF BLOODTHIRSTY ROCKPORT MOB.
[Special.]
BOORVILLE, IND., December 17,

The n known as ** Whistling Joe "’ Rolla, an alleged accomplice in the
murder of H. F. Simons at Rockport early Sunday morning, met his death
at the hands of a mob from '%genoer County, which came to Boonville this
afternoon for that purpose. e mobnumbered about 75 paogle. wasorderly
and went about its business with the precision of soldiers under orders.

The Spencer County authorities failed tolocate ** Crowfoot,' who is known
as * Whistling Joe,” after the mob had made away with Henderson and Row-
land Sunday night. It appears that Crowfoot had been secreted in the Ve-
randa Hotel by the manager under a bed occupied by a commercial traveler,
and he remained there in mortal dread until early this morning.

After the lynching, as told in to-day’s Courier-Journal, the mob went to
the hotel where Rolla was employed and made a search of all the vacant
rooms and left satisfied that the accused man was not there. Sheriff Ander-
son got word that Rolla was secreted in the house and arrested him.

PROTECTED BY SHERIFF ANDERSON.

The sheriff immediately threw a guard around the house, and as soon as
the fact of the arrest was made known, a great crowd gathered about the
hotel. Angry threats were made, but the sheriff told the mob that the man
insisted on his innocence and that he had ordered the gnards to defend the
prisoner with their lives. At this the crowd became more orderly, and a
guard of citizens was thrown around the hotel to prevent the escape of the
man. Just before noon the sheriff got the negro into a closed carriage and
drove in hot for Boonville, his intention being to take the negro to
Evansville for safe-keeping.

MOB QUICKLY FOLLOWED.

The sheriff had an hour’s start of a mob that was quickly gathered and put
on horseback to follow him. The mobdivided into two parte, taking different
roads to Boonville, which is 20 miles away. The sheriff beat the mob to
Boonville some hours and placed the negroin jail here. A telephone message
from Rockport warned the sheriff that the mob was en route, and he then
attempted to get on of the prisoner in order to make an overland
drive to Evansville. Sheriff Anderson was refused admittance to the jailand
gave up any further attempt to succor the black man.

WAITED UNTIL NIGHTFALL.

The mob, finding that it had been outwitted and not ecaring to enter the
cit{in dnyliﬁht. awaited until nightfall and entered the town on a brisk run
1:anf g&eba{h _I_t'i ]:{nado straight éor thedg?[ﬂnd%mm wadathdemnded ankg
refu e jail keys were emanded a; nsed, and the same tact
that were mrrjiad ount at Rockport were resorted to.

JAIL WALL BATTERED DOWN,

A telephone pole was secured and made intoa battering-ram, and the walls
of the jail were battered down in a few minutes. The jail is a weak affair of
ancient construction, and offered ht resistance to the fury of the mob.
Onee inside, it was but the work of a few minutes to get into his cell.

While the mcb was at work on the ontside ** Whistling Joe’s " screams for
mercy could be heard above the din. He cried that he was innocent of the
crime; that he had been lied upon, and called upon the Almighty to give him
strength to combat his pursuers.

PROTESTED INNOCENCE TO THE LAST.

Reaching the cell of the accused man, the door was soon battered in and a
rope quickly tied about his neck. The mob then made a rush for the north-
west corner of the court-house grounds: a tall tree with a convenient imb
was selected, and ** Whistling Joe™ was given an opportunity to make his
peace with God. He spent his time, however, in protesting his innocence,
and the mob growing tired of this, the order was given to haul him ufp.

This was done, the rope being tied to the tree trunk and the body left dang-
ling in the night air. It wasannounced that the body would be permitted to
bhang until to-morrow afternoon before it wounld be cut down.

NO HAND TO STAY THE MOB.

During the time the mob was in the city there was no attempt to thwart
its work of revenge. The streets were crowded with men, women, and chil-
dren, but not a hand was raised to stay the sentence of Judge Lynch. The
mob w;_}re no masks, and did its work with promptness as the commands
were given.

The order was given to “Keep your guns in your pockets,”
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which. no doubt, was a matter of precaution, since two innorent histandem
had been wounded at Rockport during the lynching on Sunday night.

Governor Mount ordered out the Evansville militia con:lganf this evening
to meet the train from Boonville, no doubt hoping the sheriff of Spencer
would be able to bring his prisoner to this city. Anorder for them to return
to their armory was received after the company had reached the depot and
was about to board a special train to come to Boonville.

Mr. Speaker, I could go on and on, submitting other newspaper
reports of lawlessness, but I will not further occupy the time of
the House on this point. Only on last Christinas Day, just a few
days ago, a most disgraceful race riof occurred in the town of Ce-
mentville, the facts of which, I take if, are familiar to yon all, as
they have been freely published in the press of the country. A
few days ago I saw from the press that the bondsmen of the sherift
of Ripley County, Ind., have settled the snit for damages brought
by the widow of one of the five men who were lynched in that
county some years ago, by paying the sum of $4,000. With this
lawless record lying at the door of this State, may I not with per-
fect justness say to the gentleman from Indiana, *“ Physician, heal
thyself?” But I have said enough along this line.

The gentleman soverely criticises Mississippi’s franchise law.
Before we begin the discussion of this subjectlet us first surround
ourselves with the facts. In 1890 the people of Mississippi did
call a convention of her people with the view of revising her
fundamental law., Upon the suffrage question that convention
did declare in substance that—
every male inhabitant of this Btate, except idiots, insane persons, and Indi-
ans not taxed, who is a citizen of the United States, 21 years old and upward,
who has resided in this State two Eears and one year in the election et
or city, town, or village in which he offers to vote, and who is ahle to read
any section of the constitution of the State, ur, if nnable to read the same,
who is able to understand the same when read to him, or give a reason-
able interpretation thereof, and who shall have been duly registered asan
elector by an officer of this State under the laws thereof,. and who has never
been convicted of bribery, burglary, theft, arson, obtaiuing_money or
under false pretenses, perjury, Im'%ery embezzlement, or bigamy, and who
has ﬁﬁi all taxes which have been egaﬁf required of him, and of which he
has at;}gggortumty to pay according to law, for the two preceding years,

and who produce to the officers holding the election satisfactory evi-
dence that he has Bg:.!]? such taxes on or before the 1st day of February of the

year in which he offer to vote, shall be a qualified elector in and for the
election district, or city, town,or vi of his residence, and shall be entitled
to vote at any election held not less four months after his tiogé

. in charge i w
E:Ei :‘lneg ﬁ?ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁxgm&nmaenmoﬁ %ggeol?é:g:::ﬂédistc?ict city, town,
or village, if otherwise qualified.” (Mississippi Code, 1802, section 3631.)

No one has ever seriously contended that our franchise laws
violated any provision of the Federal Constitution. Theymerely
attempt to suppress by lawful means those who do not pay taxes
and her ignorant and criminal class from exercising the right of
suffrage. The supreme court of Mississippi in passing upon these
laws held we had a right to do so, and the Supreme Court of the
United States held they were not violative of the Constitution of
the United States, and that they do not, on their face, discrimi-
nate between the white and negro races, and do not amonnt to a
denial of the equal protection of the law secured by the four-
teenth amendment to the Constitution. This whole matter is
fully discussed in the case of Williams vs. Mississippi in the
United States Reports, volume 170.

It is well known that the reasons and causes that led to this
action on the part of Mississippi was the vast and ignorant negro

pulation with which she was surronnded. I believed then, and
fobeh'eve now, that it was to the interest, the growth, and the
happiness of our State that she should use every constitutional
means in her gift to lodge the power of the State government in
the hands of the intelligence of the State. It was to the interest
of both races. In doing this her laws looking to that end fall
with equal weight upon the white and the black man, and if either
does not possess the qualifications for a voter as laid down in our
law, he can not vote. Thousands of bothracesfail to qualify them-
selves as voters.

Strange as it may appear, the clause of our law under which
90 per cent of this class are disfranchised,in my opinion, isthat
part of the law requiring one before he votes to be duly regis-
tered and to have paid all taxes which have been legally required
-of him for the two preceding years of the year he offers to vote.
Remember we have a poll tax of §2, and that tax is a lien only
upon taxable property. No criminal proceedings are allowed to
enforce the collection of the poll tax. It might be said this sec-
tion of the law is an invitation, or at least a temptation, to some
who own no property, or to some who own no property in excess
of that which is exempt from taxation, not to pay their poll tax.

This is the law under which so many of our people are disfran-
chised. Some do it from choice, some from indifference and neg-
lect, and some from inability to pay. Right here I wish to read
an article published in the New Orleans Picayune several weeks
ago, from its regular correspondent at Jackson, Miss., showindg
certain developments upon an investigation of the vote of Hin
County, Miss., the largest and wealthiest county in our State:

registered voter is not necessarily a qualified elector. A man may reg-

A
jster, and default afterwards for poll tax, and his name still remain on the
pnllﬁoukasu registered voter for years. This was shown in Hinds County

Iast year, when the board of supervisors found 1,185 names impro

Il books when they were considering a petition for a local-option election,
ine-tenths of these were poll-tax delinguencies, and 90 per cent of were
of white men. In this matter Hinds County was not singular. The Demo-
cratic press of the State has shown like conditions in other counties, and to-
daf the?resa of Mississippi is urging the white men of the State to pay their
poll tax in order that they may vote.

Mr. Speaker, I might go on and relate to this Honse the details
of our law in reference to our election machinery, but I have nof
the time. SoIwill passon. -

The gentleman further criticises the following section of our
constitution:

On and after the 1st day of January, 1802, every elector, in addition to the
foregoing qualifications, shall be able to read any section of the constitution
of this State, or shall be able to nunderstand the same when read to him, or
give a reasonable interpretation thereof.

The gentleman says, ** The most difficult and technical section
of the constitution is made the test.” I presume personsin Mis-
gissippi have qualified under this section, but 1 have never known -
or heard of one doing so. Many may have done so, but my opinion
is few, if any, have qualified under if. But be that as it may, I
want to say that this much-abused section is not understood by
those who criticiseit, Itisa section toaid illiterates. If a person
can read, the section does not apply to him. If he can not read,
then he has a chance to qualify under it

It might occur to someto ask, What would it profit one to qualify
under this section? For if he can not read, how could he vote
under your ballot system? The answer is that our law has made
special provisions for such by providing that a voter who declares
to the managers of the election that by reason of inability to read
he is unable to mark his ballot, if the same be true, shall, upon
request, have the assistunce of a manager in the marking thereof,

o further complains that too much power is placed in the
hands of the registrar. Under our law if the registrar refuses to
register anyone, that party, if he feels himself aggrieved, can a
peal to the election commissioners. Should they decide adveraery-
to him, he can appeal to the circuit court.

Again, the gentleman says:

In order to make the dominion of the white man complete, all opportunity

for education must be taken from the negro. The policy is to deprive him
of the right to vote and then withdraw from him the means of edueation, so

he will have no ambition to contest for supremacy with the white man in
any of the fields of nsefulness.

Mr, Speaker, standing here speaking for my State, I say, sir, the
charge 18 absolutely without foundation, but, on the contrary, the
facts are abundant to show the reverse. The very constitution of
our State that he saw fit to assail so freely on the floor of this
House on yesterday provides, in substance, that it shall be the
duty of the legislature to encourage, by all suitable means, the
promotion of intellectual, scientific, moral, and agricultural im-
provement by establishing a uniform system of free schools, b
taxation or otherwise, for all children between the of 5 an
21 years, and when practicable to establish schools of higher grade,

1t further provides, in substance, that a public school shall be
maintained in each school district in the county at least four
months during each scholastic year. Mr. Speaker, this is the
fundamental law of our State. Have we lived up to its provi-
sions? Has the legislature of our State put it into full and com-
plete operation? Yes; it has done so most liberally and upon a
most magnificent scale. No State in this Union, in accordance
to the wealth of our people, has done more. The last legislature
of our State appropriated for public education for the year of
1900 $1,000,000 for common schools and $272,5654 for our State
colleges (white and black), and a like sum for the year 1001.

This fund is distributed pro rata, regardless of race, to the dif-
ferent counties, and the colored educable children being about
100,000 more than the white, they, of course, receive the larzest
share of this fund. Is this allwe do? Not by any means. In
addition to this, nearly every village, town, and city in our State
supplements this amount received from the State fund by an
amount gufficient to run the public schools in their respective
localities from seven to ten months in the year. The negro re-
ceives his pro rata share of this also. Under this system every
child in our State has an opEortunity to attend a public school
from four to ten months in the year.

‘What has she done and what is she doing for higher education
in our midst? Letthefactsspeak. Shemaintainsandowns three
as great colleges as exist in the South for the education of the
white youth of the land. Nor has she on this line neglected the
negro, for she has also one magnificent college for the educution
of the youth of the negro race. She also contributes liberaliy to

rly on the

two other institutions run in the interest of higher education of
the n:gro. I am reliably informed that, from the best data obtain-
able, the proportion of taxes paid by the two races is 93 per cent
for the white and 7 per cent for the negro. -

In the face of these facts I respectfully submit, does not this rec-
ord of my State refute the cha.r%that we are unlawfully denying
the ballot, or that we are with

wing the means of education
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from any class of our people ‘‘on account of race, color, or pre-
vious condition of servitnde?” It shows that the nonvoter and
the poor and helpless receive the protection and blessings of our
government as freely as the rich and the strong.

Does it not show, further, that we realize that our public-school
system and our great institutions of learning are the chief allies
and guardians of good morals and good citizenship, and that they
materially aid in purifying the moral atmosphere to flow pure and
healthful in and through our great Commonwealth? And does it
not farther show that we have poured out our money without
stint to further the ends of this great school system of ours? I
think so.

I think this magnificent record does all this. It does more, It
certifies that we are striving to be ‘‘a land rejoicing and people
blest.” Just a few words more, Mr, Speaker, and I will have fin-
ished. I am not going to discuss the proposition of the gentleman
from Indiana any further. The other features of his proposition,
in fact, every feature of it, have been thoronghly discussed by
others. 1 trust it will be promptly voted down. I feel sure it
will be.

The twentieth century is upon us. The nineteenth has passed
into history. Our future asa nation seems bright. It isglorious,
andI hope, with the birthof thenew century, all ill feeling between
the North and South will be buried. I hope the following utter-
ance of that great and independent paper, the Washington Post,
will prove true:

This nation is not going into the new century with a revival of sectional
animosity; the second MecKinley Administration is not geing to be a new era
of ill feefi:ng between the N and the Sonth. The South will not be fur-
thert-pnnlshed by Congress for the fateful mistake of the fiffeenth amend-
men

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I have sought diligently on both
sides of this House to get an og%)rtungay to be heard during gen-
eral debate on this measure. elieved it was due me, inasmuch
as I am the sole representative of one-eighth of the entire popula-
tion of the United States, and that entire percentage has been so
grossly misrepresented and maligned by three gentlemen, repre-
senting three separate States, n)ﬁn this floor,

1 am glad to state, however, that those three gentlemen are all
young men, and as an extenuating circumstance for their vile
words against my people I apply to them the statute of youth.
They will know better when they get older, [Laughter and
applause.] Some time in the near future, when the committee to
which I am assigned has a bill under consideration, I will take
occasion to endeavor, perhaps as a va]edicto? of the negro in this
House, to answer some of the charges made by the gentleman

from Alabama, the gentleman from South Carolina, and my col-
league from North Carolina. !
'Isl-lriay have spoken of my people as a thing to be managed. They

have said to the North and the East and tbe West, **Let alone
the negroes; we can manage them.” Can they manage us like
oxen? I want them tounderstand that, removed as weare thirty-
five years from slavery, we are to-day as you are, men, and claim
the right of the American citizen and the right to vote. [Ap-
Fause.] I will not refer to the matter under consideration now,
t is not my purpose to do so at this time.
1 did think, and I thought it rather strange, that the gentlemen

managing the two sides of this question, the majority and the
minority, after my people had been so slandered, might have ac-
corded me an opportunity to defend them, as only two or three

tlemen have taken the opportunity to do. God bless them,
gtf;)d bless Judge CRUMPACKER, who has taken occasion to stand
up in his place as a man, and has said a word in defense of these
people who have made it possible for some of these young gentle-
men to be filling seats here, and who since their emancipation
have gerved their country faithfully by al]yin? themselves with
those principles that tend to the upbuilding of this the greatest
nation on God's green earth. gAgplanse.L

Mr. SIMS. Mr, Speaker, I desired to have something to say
abont this bill in the time allowed for general debate, but I was
unable to get the opportunity to doso. Isonght time from the
gentleman whose bill I intended to vote for, the chairman of the
committee [Mr, Hopgixs], and asked him for the beggarly
amount of ten minutes, and he promised it, if he counld. I
wanted to give the House the reason I was going to vote for his
bill, which does not altogether suit me. I asked for time to-day,
cutting it down to five minuntes, and he aglain promised me that
he would give it to me if he could. He did not do it yesterday
and he did not do it to-day, and I must conclude, therefore, that
he could not do if.

Now, if there is anything on earth I despise and hate it is a
machinized House of Representatives. The argument that has
been made here that the House had become unwieldy was one
made in support of the majority bill. They did notwant to make
if further unwieldy. I think that is true if the present régime
is to be perpetuated, if this House is to oontinuemmhxmzeﬁ‘ ized, I
guote with approval what the distinguished gentleman fromIo

XXXIV—4T

Mr. HEpBURN] eaid in his speech yesterday as to the rules of this
ouse:

Mr. 5 er, I think that the whole question involved here is one of expedi-
enc{. t is the better size?! What number of Representatives can best
&5 orm the duties that devolve upon them in a deliberative body? Not this

v, for I am willing to confess here that it presents none of the features
of a deliberative body [langhter], but that deliberative body that we ought
tohave. Thofathersgvam their opinion with regard to this matter, en
they &ovided for 26 SBenators they provided for 65 Representatives. That
was ir idea. They tbcm%lllt that the political power of a member of the
Senate should be two and a half times greater than the political power of a
Representative.

* * » 3 * * *

Gentlemen tell us now, who are advocates for enJariﬁiug this House, on
other oceasions that the fact of an enlarged House justifies a system of gov-
ernment in the House that is destructive to the individuality of members,
and absolutely destructive of the representative power that the Constitution
gives us and that our people fondly think we enjoy.

When g‘ou attack the system of rules that we have, that is viciousin e
degree, that is harmful to the individual character of the member,that
harmful to the deliberative character of this body, that absolutely destroys
it, and puts it beyond the power of any individual to participate inﬂegis]xtiou
or to bring to the consideration of this House any measure, no matter how
important it may be to him or his e, without he gets the consent of
another person. another Representative—when you at’ ici
tem, you are told that it is becaunse the House isa mob, because it has been so
enlarged that individual responsibility does not weigh upon the members;
because there is no possibility in the confusion of the vast number to secure
that deliberation that is necessary to the proper ge of public business,
On those occasions the House is too large. I believe it is wiser, I believe it
would be better for the people, and it would be better for the individual
ﬁlembemhip. to decrease, rather than , the number of Representa-

ves.

Mr. Speaker, I'want this House to have the largest number of persons that
it can to discharge the business that it has to transact; but I do?n%t want its
number to be so augmented as will furnish an argument for the binding of
the hands of the individual members of the House. And I know, and every
one of you know, that it will be urged, and that it will have its effect upon
certain members who have to vote u; a question of the rules before they
have had an opportunity to chafe under the restraints and tyrannies of those

rules,

And I know that when the placid gentleman now occupying the chair, the
leader upon this side, my venarable d on my right, and a correspon
number of gnﬂamen oeen P{ing corresponding positions on that side of the
House, in the early da he session, when the neophyte is here and has
not been hazed [laughter], he sees them standing up as advocates of a reten-
tion of the rules withont change, he mturallﬂv gays to himself, * This must
be all right, or such leaders, who have the confidence of the American people,
wonld not be their advocates,” f tting, or never knowing in hisinnocence,

that these tlemen belong to the charmed circle [laughter]; that these
gen en, use of their great ammanca because of their marked and
superiority, have a power in this House that is above rule, or that

recognized
ﬁ?ﬁw]iat?: amelioration of the rule in their behalf whenever they propose
voke i

Mr. Speaker, I heard a gentleman in thisdebate, in support of this
number, say that this House conld do whatever it chose. 1want todeny that
statement. I make the assertion here that there is no proposition that af-
fects the people of my Btate or of any one of the States that an individual
member can secure even consideration of without he first addresses himself
to another Representativeand gets the consent of that Representative. [Ap-

lause.] I remember of hearing my friend on my right once .-aa.f that under

o rules of this House the House could do whatever it chose. I wonld yield
to him a moment for the of asking him if, after reflection, he would
contradict the statement that I have here so deliberately made?

Mr. GROSVENOR. After the very high compliment that the gentleman
from Iowa has seen fit to bestow on me I wounld not contradict anything
that he would say. [Laughter.]

Mr. HepBURYS, Thankyou. Inowa te the value of compliments, and
I shall henceforth use them in the place of arguments. {La. hter.] Mr.
Speaker, the statement that I have made is a grave one. It O‘I:lugﬁzt- not to ba
made withont deliberation. Ioughtnottosay tothe American peoplethatthe
whole scheme and plan of the Constitution with regard to this House of Rep-
resentatives is subverted, destroyed, ted by the rulesof this House
without it was troe.

And I will ask any gentleman, and I will yield to him if he will undertake
to tell us, how any proposition can be brought before this House without it
receives the assent of the Speaker of the House. And even then, with refer-
ence toa great majority of propositions, how can it be brought to the House
after it once hasgone into the bosom of a committee and that committee does
not see fit to reportit?

Every member upon this floor, 858 of us, mi be anxions for the adoption
of a proposition, and it ean not be brought to the consideration of the House
by any possible means known to the law without the consent of that gentle-
m.l:]l;t iiuto wthose hands you and I have surrendered the political power of cur
constituents.

Now, Mr. Speaker, what is the excuse for this? Mind you, I am not eriti-
cising the old Speakers or the new. I[have nocomplaint tomake of the man-
ner in which they administer their power. Iam guarreling with ourselves,
and we will be asked to continue this robbery of ourseives. this wrong to our
constituents, this surrender of their political B&)ower—for it is theirs, gentle-
men, and not yours or mine—we will be asked to continue this. Why? Be-
cause the House is so large, use it is so unwieldly, because the confusion
is so great, that business can not be transacted without it. Therefore from
tims to time the surrender is made,

I want that we shall act on this hill so that we will not give added force to
declarations that are made in that behalf in the near future. I think that
even with the number that we have there is confusion. My friend called at-
tention to it to-day when the important matter was being settledas to when
we shonld reach a vote upon this question. Time and again the gen
from Tennessee [Mr. RICHARDSON] was cnm?;lled to rise in his place and
insist that although important business was being transacted publicly here
upon the floor he counld not hear a word that was said. He could not tall
whether to object or not, and the efforts which the Speaker vigorously ex-
erted time and again were necessary in order to get that slight measure of
order that would permit even the gentleman, seated where he is, to hear
what was going on in the House,

1 hope gentlemen who object to this tyranny when the time
comes will vote against theserules. Now, I want to know why we

should be limited in discussion to three or four days on a bill that
only comes before us once every ten years, and when it gets to
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the other end of this Capitol if they want to discuss it three
weeks they do it. Gentlemen, why should not we have the same
opportunity to discuss a measure which is being enacted into law
as they have? The President can not sign the bill until they pass
upon it.

If the tifmtlemen who support the Burleigh bill will convince
me that they will quit lying down and voting for these tyrannous
rules and give each member on the floor an opportunity to say
why he votes as he does, I will vote for that measure. Bat if an
enlarged House is going to serve as an excuse for the continuation
of these rules I shall vote against enlarging the House.

I have no objection to a reasonable limitation of debate, but I
most assuredly object to unjust discrimination as to who shall

icipate in that debate. 'What right has the gentleman from
linois to say that I shall not give to the House the reasons for
the faith that is in me, and that my constituents must depend
upon his argument for the reasons of my vote? What right had
the gentleman to get up from his seat and ask that the gentleman
from Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD] be allowed to proceed to the con-
clusion of his remarks, when the gentleman from Maine was doing
%vierything he counld to annihilate the bill of the gentleman from
inois?

That was magnanimous; I approve of the spirit thatled him to do
it, but whydid not he ask sufficient time for general debate in the
Housefor each member to have the paltry amount of five or ten min-
utes to express himself? Why, we had better sit here all snmmer,

rolong the length of the session if necessary, in order to give suf-
gcient time for debate and discussion. We had better have it all
summer, all the fall, and all winter than to stifle the voice of the
representatives of the people on the floor as is done at the present
time, I will vote to reduce the membership of the House to 250
if necessary in order to get out from under our present tyranny.
g
am ready to admit that if each member of this House should
speak on a measure that the same length of time could not be
accorded to each member that can be to each Senator, But why
should ten hours of debate be accorded to a bill in the Senate,
where there are only 90 members, and only two hours be
given for debate on the same measure in this House, where there
are 357 members? I have nof stated an extreme case. In the
extra session in 1897 the House was limited to ten days for debate
on the Dingley tariff bill, and the Senate debated the same measure
for nearly four months,

‘We hear a great deal said in here aboutf the dispatch of business
and a great array of the number of bills introduced in the House
and in the Senate by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, DAL-
ZELL], showing that a great many more bills had been introduced
in the House in a given fime than in the Senate, as though the
House and Senate were in a race to see which body could intro-
duce and ?a.&s the greater number of bills, and that the House had
far exceeded the Senate, due to the rules of the House in expedit-
ing the public business, when everybody knows that the Senate
must consider and pass all the bills of the House before they be-
come laws.

Mr. Speaker, what good is it to the country to pass a thousand
bills in the House during a session when we know the Senate will
not consider and half that number? The boast of the dis-
patch of business is rather in appearance than in fact. There is
absolutely no sense in the House passing a greater number of
bills than the Senate will consider and pass in the same length of
time,

This ery for the dispatch of business is used to cover up the
real purpose of these infernal rules. The real purpose of these
rules is to machinize this House; to create a one-man power; to
magnify the machine and minimize the member,

If measures were more thoroughly discussed here, it would not
Tequire so much time for discussion in the Senate. By acting as
we do we dwarf the influence and power of the individual mem-
bers of this House and correspondingly increase and magnify the
power of the individual Senator.

Members of this House have become disgnsted and do not try to
get time by begging for it from another member, who by the laws
and Consfitution has no higher or greater rights than himself,
Modesty and merit usually go fogether, and many members who
are very able and learned and who could shed much light upon
subjects under discussion are too modest to push themselves onto
another member who has control of the time.

Those who belong to the charmed inner circle gef all the time
they wish, and when one of these great members of the inner
circle has had his full hour and has not finished his speech an-
other member of the charmed inner circle jumps to his feet and
asks unanimous consent that the gentleman be permitted to
conclude his remarks. Of course the inner circle will not object,
and it would be suicidal for any member on the outside to object.
Immediately the great member thanks the House for the
and continues his speech as long as it suits his sweet will to doso.

The new-member or modest member, be his merits what they

may, must sit here and chafe under this character of outrage for
years. But one of these great lights often, to show his magna-
nimity and his consideration for those members who by his sel-
fishness have been deprived of an opportunity to say one word,
arises and asks that unanimous consent be given to all members
to print remarks in the RECORD on the pending bill, provided he
does go in a limited time.

If a member is in possession of information common to all the
members of the House, but not generally possessed by his con-
stitunents, I see no impropriety in his printing the same in the
REecorp and sending it to his constituents, but if he has informa-
tion, or can make an argument that might affect the judgment of
members of this House, he ought to have time given him to ad-
dress the members of the House, and not be forced to print astill-
borléls speech in the REcorD and send it home to fool his constit-
uents.

I want to strongly commend to all the great members of this
House the conduct of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
DarzeLL] here to day. The gentleman from Pennsylvania was
not a member of the Committee on Census, but being a member
of the inner circle and a gentleman of great ability and learning,
as well as long service, the chairman gave him one hour. After
a very able speech of an hour, some gentleman arose in his seat
and asked that further time be given Mr. DALZELL, and the House
granted the request, but the gentleman from Pennsylvania re-
fused to take it, out of consideration to other gentlemen who had
not had any time, who felt as much interest in this bill as did the
distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Such commendable conduct is notoften witnessed in this House,
and I assure yon, Mr, Speaker, that it was very refreshing. More
than three hours was given certain gentlemen to advocate what
is called the Crumpacker bill, designed to reduce the representa-
tion of certain Sonthern States on account of the alleged suppres-
sion of the negro vote. Living as I do in that section of ourcoun-
try and having that knowled%f that comes by actual residence
among the negroes of the South, I wished to give it to gentlemen
from the North who do not have the same opportunity that I have
for informing themselves on this grave and threatening ques-
tion, but I must be denied, at least I was denied, the privilege of

doing so. {
Mr, Speaker, what good will it do these members from the
North to print this information and send it home to my constitu-

ents, who know as much about it as 1 do? 'Will that enable them
to vote intelligently on the Crumpacker bill?

I can see many good reasons why the popular branch of Con-
gress should be a numerous body and grow with the growth of
population, but if an increased House is to be used to further gag
and muzzle the members of this House, I must content myself
with voting against the enlargement of this House, if I am denied
i‘.lhe privilege of giving my reasons for it more fully than I have

erein.

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of the amendment offered by the gentleman from Maine [Mr,
BurLEIGH]. When I heard the speech of the gentleman from
Illinois on Friday last, and his analysis of the so-called Burleigh
bill, it disclosed so manyinequalities initsoperation that itseemed
to me to be imgmsible for any fair-minded man to vote for it.

‘When I read the speech of the gentleman from Maine [Mr,
LarrLEFIELD] delivered on the following day, I found that, apply-
ing the same course of argument, he had disclosed the same in-
equalities under theoperationof the bill proposed by the majority.
I discovered npon a very little reflection what is admitted now on
all sides, that, by applying the method of reasoning adopted by
the gentleman from lllinois and the gentleman from Maine, any
possible apportionment bill would disclose the same inequalities
and that the doing of exact justice between all the States is im-
possible from the very nature of the case itself. And so I agree
with the gentleman from Pennsglvania [Mr. DALZELLE , who, with
his accustomed logical instinct, has brought this debate to its real

uestion and presented to us the real problem which is before us

or solution.

The increase of the population of this counfry has compelled us
to do one of two things—either to increase the size of the constit-
uency or to increase the number of Representatives; and that
choice is presented to us here to-day. Each course presents its
own evils. The evils of adding 42,000 to each Congressional dis-
trict, as is proposed by the bill of the majority, are manifold and
manifest. Everyman understands that from his daily experience;
it is not necessary for me to dwell upon it. On the other hand, it
is claimed that the increased size of the House tends to destroy
the individuality of the Representative, his power of initiative,
and to centralize the power of the House in the hands of the
Speaker; that it tends to decrease the relative power of the House
compared with the power of the Senate; that it destroys this
Chamber as a forum for debate and deliberation,

I should like, if 1 had time, fo spend a few moments on those
claims, But what I have fo say at this moment—and perhaps it
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is all that I can say—is that every one of those consequences pre-
dicted as the result of the passage of the Burleigh bill is here to-
day. Those conditions will not be created by the passage of that
bi]g. In my judgment they will not even be intensified by it.
The power of the House under a natural development which
brought the system of cabinet government in England into exist-
ence has taken the power of the Representatives and concen-
trated it in the hands of the Speaker and his immediate advisers.
‘We might as well recognize the truth.

Mr, HOPKINS. Will the gentleman allow me—

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. I have only five minutes, but
I will yield for a question,

- Mr. HOPKINS. The gentleman speaksof the concentration of
power in England in the hands of a cabinet. Does he desire to
see that condition of affairs in America?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. I am not speaking of the de-
sirability of the thing; I am speaking of the facts, which we under-
stand and know.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania gave us some figures with re-
gard to the amount of business which the House of Representatives
of the Fifty-fourth Con and the Fifty-fifth Congress did in

comparison with the body on the other side of the Capitol. Ire-
member the Fifty-fourth Congress, I remember that when the
Speaker of that Con was selected in cauncus, he stood by the

side of that desk and said to us, * The Fifty-first Congress gained
credit for what it did; the Fifty-fourth Congress will gain credit
for what it does not do.” And the first step in carrying out that
programme was to debate for ten days an amendment offered to
the pension appropriation bill, which was subject toa point of
order and at the end of those ten days went out on the point of
order, as everyone understood it would.

I remember that during the extra session of the Fifty-fifth Con-
%ess we adjourned for three days at a time, week after week.

e had the time, we had the ogportnnity. to do the business of
the country; but I say that the Speaker and his advisers decided
wisely and well, and in accordance with the judgment of the ma-
jority, when they declined to pass all the bills which came over

ere from the other end of the Capitol.

1 say, then, that the evils which are present here, and which
will not be intensified by the Burleigh bill, are evils that do not

ow out of the numbers of this House, Say what you will, the

ouse of Commons, with its membershipof 670, has demonstrated
that numbers do not prohibit an orderly conduct of public busi-
ness. Who cares for a speech made in the House of Lords? A

eech made in the House cf Commons goes the world over.
%hat is forbidding the orderly conduct of business on this floor?
What is denying the right of each member to be effectively heard
on this floor? What is preventing the deliberation—

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MoopY] has expired.

Mr, MOODY of Massachusetts. MayIhave five minutes more?

Mr, HOPKINS, I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts be allowed five minutes more.

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPKINS. Now, will the gentleman answer a question?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts, Certainly.

Mr. HOPKINS, There are no roll calls in the British House of
Commons such as we have here, are there?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. 1donot understand that there
are. There are divisions,

Mr. HOPKINS. Now, is it not a fact that a large part of the
time is taken up here by roll calls whenever there is any question
that divides the members, either politically or sectionally?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts, Yes, sir.

Mr. HOPKINS. And is not that one of the conditions thaf
operate against the British House of Commons being a precedent
for us? -

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. Yes.

Mr. HOPKINS. One other question. Isit not a fact that in
the British House of Commons 40 members constitute a quorum
for the transaction of public business——

Mr, MOODY of Massachusetts. Yes,

Mr. HOPKINS. And 20 for private business?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. That I am not 8o sure about.
If the gentleman so states, no doubt he is right.

Mr. HOPKINS. And here, under our constitutional form of
government, is it not a fact that there must be a majority of*the
members-elect present on every roll call for the transaction of
business, if so demanded, whether it be public or private business?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts, That, Mr. Speaker, is the
statement of an unquestionable fact; but in spite of all those
things every man here knows I tell the truth when I say that
:hétere di: no session of Congress when we do not waste time day

er day.

Mr. GROSVENOR. I shouldlike to ask the gentleman a ques-

tion.
Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts, Certainly,

Mr, GROSVENOR. The gentleman from Massachusetts has
spoken of the importance of speeches made in the House of Com-
mons,

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. Yes,

Mr. GROSVENOR. In the gentleman’s judgment, how many
members of the House of Commons in England speak upon the
public questions of the day during an entire session of that body?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. I suppose comparatively few
members, Mr. Speaker,

Mr. GROS OR. Does not the gentleman think that twenty
or twenty-five would limit the number of almostall the participants
in debate in that body?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. I can say that that statement
would be true, both of the English House of Commons and the
American House of Representatives. I believe that there are not
more than 25 members who take an effective part in the debate
here to-day under present conditions. Iam not speaking of mere
speeches, but of the debate which influences the judgment and
action of the House.

Mr. MADDOX., Will the gentleman from Massachusetts allow
a question? -

Mr. HOPKINS. Will the gentleman from Massachusetts yield
for a question?

Mr, MOODY of Massachusetts. Iwill yield in a moment or two.
Mr.S er,Iwassaying thatall these evils—the denial of the right
of individual action, the disorder which occurs in the House, the
facts which make this a fornm ill adapted to debate and delibera-
tion—all come from other causes, and not because of members,

‘We can apply the remedy any day we choose. Let us close up,
or at least contract, these pestilence- greedm ggalleries that exhaust
the atmosphere and send us home every day the nearer to our death
because we have worked in the Chamber. Let us contract the size
of this Hall. Let us take out these desks, Why, Mr. Speaker,
there are never at any one time more than 50 or 100 members in-
terested in the discussion of a given question,

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. There are more than 200 now.

Mr, MOODY of Massachusetts. There are men in the English
House of Commons, in the lobbies, ready to come in to vote, but
very few present, I agree, in the ordinary deliberations, and that
would be the fact here. If we adopt the remedy which I have
proposed, and which has been discussed so many times, these evils
would disa; T,

Mr, STEWART of NewJersey., Will the gentleman yield for
a question?

. MOODY of Massachusetts. In asinglemoment. If wedo
that, I say, these evils will disappear, and one of the reasons wh
I support the Burleigh bill, and support it earnestly, is because
believe its adoption will bring us nearer to the day of our deliver-
ance. Now I yield, first to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Mappox].

Mr. DDOX. 1 want to ask if in your comparison of the
British Parliament to the Congress of the United States you have
stopped to consider the fact that we have 45 State legislatures and
8 Territorial legislatures that are doing nine-tenths of the legis-
lative business for the United States?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. Yes, I have considered that
fact. I did not refer foit. Of course, otherwise we could not do
the business of the country.

Mr. HOPKINS. The question I was going to propound to my
friend is this: Is it not a fact that in the English House of Com-
mons all legislation is pro by the Government?

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. Itis., But, Mr, Speaker, it is
equally a fact—and let us face things as we find them—it is
equally a fact that our important legislation is proposed by the
committees that gnide this House. I do not find any fault with
it. I believe it is the right system. I believe it is the only
system. I believe it is as much evolved out of our conditions
E} c:i.bi%et government has been evolved out of the conditions in

gland,
Here the hammer fell.]

r. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts, Mr. Speaker, I regret
exceedingly to differ with my colleagne from Massachusetts upon
this important question. An important matter of this kind, it
seems o me, should be free from partisanship or selfish interest,
and I can not see any valid reason why the majority bill should
not be accepted by the House.

Under the provisions of this bill, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky,
Maine, Nebraska, Ohio, South Carolina. and Virginia lose a Rep-
resentafive, while Illinois, Louisiana, Minnesota, New Jersey, and
New York gain 1 and Texas 2 Representatives,

If any member of this House can show any political advantage
to either party in this arrangement, I would like to see it pointed
out. The apportionment is based upon the census fi of the
present year, and makes the present membership of the House as

the basis upon which the figuring is done.
The result shows that some States have increased their popula-
tion more than others, and therefore get better results, is to

-l
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be expected, and if certain sections of this country do not k;oﬂ: up
with the pace the country is setting they must expect to fall be-
hind, not only in the matter of representation in this Honse, but
inlﬂi WO!'};d%y aEmE. irit in which this t question i
regret to see the spirit in w great q on is ap-
Eroached by many members of this body. I have been solicited
y & great many members to vote for the Burleigh bill, not be-
cause it was a good bill for the country at large, but because it
favored their particular State or locality. It is a species of log-
rolling that I regret to see taking place in this body. I think the
House of Representatives of the United States ought to approach
this great question with an eye to the general welfare of the coun-
try rather than with a view to favor any particular section of the
country.

We ought to be above the small and narrow policies that gov-
ern legislative bodies where selfish interests prevail, and consider
this proposition in a broad, intelligent, and honest public spirit.
If this course is pursued, I think the wisdom and good sense of
the House will defeat the proposition fo increase the membership
of the House 20 members, as provided in the Burleigh bill.

Ilistened with a great deal of interest to my colleagune’s attack
upon the Rules of the House. He cited all manner of abuses, and
I agree with him in every detail. Does he think, however, that
these abuses can be remedied by increasing the membe:shitgof this
body? Will not the 29 new members which are added, if theprop-
osition which he advocates goes through, make it harder to obtain
the ear of the House than it is at the present time?

Every member of this House knows that under the present rules
and practice of this body debate npon many measures is farcical.
I have known questions of the greatest importance to the peogge
of this country to be shut off with one hour's debate in this
Chamber, No matter how important the matter may be that is
up for discussion, it is very seldom that more than two days is
given for its consideration. How can 357 men discuss intelli-
gently a proposition that remains before them but ten hours? I
have witnessed time and time again since I have been a member of
this body men pleading and urging for two, three, and five min-
utes’ time to discuss a matter of interest to their constituency and
this country. The majority are too arbitrary. More time could
be given to public discussion of great matters if the spirit of fair
play animated the other side of the House.

If my colleagns complains of the abuses that exist, why not
remedy them in a proper manner. He is a member of the major-
ity. Hevoted for the rules that make possible these abuses. Why
not display the old spirit that dominated the men from Massa-
chusetts in the days gone by and force your party to give fair
playand honorable treatment to the people’s Representativesin this
great branch of the 119nblic service. ca[lApphm on the Democratic
gide.] The remedy lies in the radical revision of the rules of this
House and not in an increased membership.

An addition of 29 members to this body means added confusion
and an increased expense to the Government of $200,000, at least.
It means the additional frouble of providing committee places for
these men, in face of the fact that as Mr, Dalzell of Pennsylvania
said this morning, 15 committees had been organized, not for the
P of doing business, because they never met, but in order
to furnish a proper share of committee appointments for each
member of the House.

Under the Burleigh bill, Maine gets 4 Representatives for her
population of 694,466, an average of 173,616 for each Represent-
ative. Massachusetts, with a population of 2,805,346, gets but
14 Representatives under the Burleigh bill when she is entitled
to, using 173,616 as a basis of population for each Representative,
16 Representatives, How can my colleagnes from Massachusetts
vote for a proposition so manifestly unfair to that State? Why
are not 178,616 people in Massachusetts entitled to a Representa-
five in the House as well as a similar number in the State of
Maine? Under the Burleigh bill Massachusetts has a fraction of
100,896, more than one-half of the number entitling her to an addi-
tional Representative. Major fractions do not seem to count in
her case, however. The same is true of Iowa, Michigan, New
York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania, all of which have these fractions
and none of which receive any consideration on that account in
the Burleigh bill. This bill, to be just and fair fo all the States,
should include another Representative for each of these States.

I call these matters to the attention of the House because those
advocating the enactment of the Burleigh bill have stated that
one of the reasons for the enlargement of the House was to take
care of the States with the majority fractions, which receive no
consideration in the Hopkins bill,

I understand that the great Republican bosses of the country
have taken a hand in this matter and have given orders that the
Burleigh bill must pass. Senators HANNA, PLATT, Quay, LODGE,
and FAirBaNks, I understand, have instructed the members from
their respective States to vote for the Burleigh bill, and it will
be interesting to watch the vote on that account.

Members of the present Congress, as well as those of the former

T e o e LI L e e e e

Congresses, since clerks have been authorized for the members of
the House, do not do near the personal work that has been done
by members of Congress in former days. During the past four
Congresses, I believe, an appropriation of §100 per month has been
made from the public Treasury for a clerk for each member of the
House. This takes a tremendous load and responsibility from
every member, and it must be admitted by every member of this
body that most of the work done at the artments, and practi-
cally all the correspondence formerly attended to by the members
of Congress themselves, is now performed by these clerks.

For this reason it seems to me that members of Congress are
better able to attend to the interests of 200,000 persons now than
they were years ago, when the average constituency consisted of
about half that number, Some members here have advanced the
argument that the public business is increasing to such an extent
that more members are required to look after it. How do the
men who advance this ar ent harmonize it with the fact that
2 Senators look out for practically the same amount of public
business as 10, 20, and in some cases 30 members of Congress? The
same matters are considered in both branches.

I think, Mr, Speaker, on the whole, that the House of Repre-
sentatives has as large a membership at the present time as is
consistent with the prompt and orderly dispatch of the public
business, I think the pe:}ljlﬁ of the United States onght not to be
compelled to submit to the additional tax levied upon them by
this increase in membership just to further the political ambition
of afewmen. The time has come, it seems to me, when the mem-
bers of this Congress shonld look upon the gquestion from a broad

ublic-spirited standpoint, and if this is done the House
indorse the bill which has been submitted by the majority of the
committee,

Before taking my seat I wish to refer to another matter that has
been discussed upon this floor in connection with the apportion-
ment bill. The guestion of the disfranchisement of the megro
vote in certain of the Southern States has given rise to some
heated discussions npon this subject. I do not intend to discuss
the question at this time, other than to say that I am absolutely
opposed to any discrimination on account of race, color, or religion,
and also to add that the gentlemen who have stated upon the floor
of this House that the Massachusetts statute relating to the quali-
fications of voters had been copied and was analogous to the stat-
utes in the Southern States where the negroes were disfranchised
is not true. I will quote the language of the Massachusetts
statute on this question:

Eve itd ward, i
Bon un?arn?gaul:rggi‘ﬂjm: ;e;;‘sho;balxget;\ ;etg:i the co‘;gil}:ﬁt?c;!n% tl‘l?e Cf:g'n?gg
wealth in the English age and to write his name, and who has resided
within the Commonwealth one year and within the city or town in which he
claims the right to vote six calendar months next precading a State, city, or
town election, may have his name entered upon the list of voters in such city
or town and shall {nvo the right to vote therein at any such election.

The rest of the section is merely explanatory, and as I have only
a moment's time I will not occupy it by quoting further in the
section. I might add that a further provision of this section
makes an exception of persons who are prevented from reading
and writing bg lphysica] disability or who had theright to vote on
the 1st day of May in the year 1857.

During the debate upon this question in the past two days I
have seen the statement cgloted repeatedly as coming from mem-
bers of this House that the statutes of the Southern States fol-
lowed the lines of the Massachusetts statute, and I take this op-
portunity of informing the House that the election laws of Massa-
chusetts apply to all classes of citizens alike, and make no distine-
tion between black and white or in favor of or against those of
any race or religious belief. Every man, except paupers and in-
sane persons, in Massachusetts is placed upon an equality in this
matter and can only enjoy suffrage when he complies with the
general law.

In the South, as I understand the law, men who are not able to
read and write, but whose father or grandfather voted in 1867,
and in some States ancestors more remote than these, are allowed
to vote. This is a clear distinction made against the negro, be-
cause every intelligent person in the United States knows that no
negroes in the South were eligible to vote in 1867,

I am proud to say upon the floor of this House that the laws of
Massachusetts in this t are fair and just to all the inhabit-
ants of the Commonwealth; that the black man is entitled and
receives the same consideration that the white man does,and that
the people of that State would not tolerate for one moment any
law upon the statute books which would make any distinction
against the men of any race or extend favors o any particular
class of pegela. )

Mr. ‘Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that I may proceed with
my remarks.

eSPEAKER. Isthereobjection? The Chair hearsrone,and
the gentleman from Massachusetts is recognized.
Mr, KLUTTZ. Arenotthosepaupersexcepted who haveserved

in the Army in the Massachusetts law?
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Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Any person who has
served in the Army or Navy and becomes a pauper is excepted.

Mr, KLUTTZ. Then all are not entitled to vote?

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts, Paupers and the insane
are not entitled fo vote. .

Mr, ELUTTZ. I say if they have served in the Army.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Paupers, if they have
served in the Army or Navy, are entitled to vote, as I understand
the law.

Mr. KLUTTZ. Why did you not read it all?

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Iread asfaras]I counld.
I did not have time to read further. That is why I am arguning
against increasing the size of the House. We should have more
time in order to explain things. If we increase the House 29
members now, ten years from now as many more will be added.
Now, we can not lengthen the session so as to sit here all year.
The members of Congress will not stay in Washington in the
summer time; and ten years from now, when the House consists
of 415 memters, what is now bedlam will be chaos and bedlam
combined.

In conclusion let me say, Mr, Speaker, that T have never sym-
pathized with the great hue and cry that is raised in a great
many sections of the country against the black man, He hasa
soul, a heart, and aconscience. 1 haveobserved them under many
conditions in my native State, as well as here in Washington, and
taking them all in all I have found them a faithful and deserving
people.

They stand ready to fight our battles. They are willing and
anxious to deserve the good opinion of the white people of this
country.

We are all proud of the record of the black regiments in the
Spanish-American war, and if the white soldier boys whosa lives
were raved on San Juan Hill and at El Caney by the heroic and
dare devil work of the black-skinned men who, with gleaming eye-
balls and shining teeth, rushed to the assistance of the Rough
Riders were here to speak I think they would protest with mighty
vigor against the disfranchisement of a race that produced such
brave and noble sculs. [Loud applanse. |

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer an
iimendment to the substitute offered by the gentleman from

aine.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend the amendment offered by Mr. BURLEIGH as follows:

In lines 2 and 3 strike out 86" and insert “05;" also, after ** Alabama ™
strike out **0" and insert **10;" after ** Georgia " strike out *'11" and insert
“12: " after * Towa ' strike out '* 11" and insert “ 1" after ‘* Massachusetts”
strike out ** 14" and insert **15; after ** Michigan " strike out ** 12™ and insert
“13: * after ** New York' strike ont “37" and insert *38:" after ** Ohio™
strike ont 21" and insert **22; " after ' Pennsyivania " strike out * 32" and
insert “*83; " after * Tennessee ” strike out * 10" and insert **1L.™

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH, Mr. Speaker, the plan proposed by
me and offered asan amendment to the amendment proposed by the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. BurLEIGH] fixes the membership of
the House at 895, thus increasing the membership 88. This addi-
tional number gives to the States additional representation in pro-
mﬁon to their growth and population. Alabama, Arkansas,

Jalifornia, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Iowa, Lou-
isiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, North Da-
kota, Ohio, Tennessee, Washington., West Virginia, Wisconsin,
each gaining 1 Representative, while Massachusetts, Minnesota,
and New Jersey each gain 2 Representatives. Illinois, Penn-
sylvania, and Texas each gain 8 Representatives, and New York
makes a gain of 4 Representatives. This is fair and just toall
sections of our country.

It is not based upon party advantage, but gives the States
named the advantage to which they are fairly and justly entitled.
In fact, Mr, Speaker, this is the only equitable apportionment
that I can suggest within reason; while the report of the minor-
ity is conceived in selfishness, based upon expediency, and will be
sustained, if at all, by the votes of members actuated by personal
friendship for the sitting members, who wonld be more or less
affected by the adoption of the majority report and reduced repre-
sentation.

Mr. Speaker, we are gerforming a solemn constitutional fune-
tion to-day, and I am firmly of the opinion that it ought fo be
along such lines as are fair and just to all sections of the country.
‘We boast of our vast increase of population, and of the numeriecal
strength of our country. Why notlet the measure of representa-
tion in this great popular assembly, where the rights of the peo-
ple are safeguarded, go hand in hand with the growth and accu-
mulating strength of the nation? In my judgment it was not
contemplated by the fathers of the Republic that one Representa-
tive should do the work at this Capitol of a constituency com-
posed in many cases of 250,000 people.

_In fact, I do not believe that it is either proper or right to thus
limit the people, who can only be heard in a representative capacity.
Some of the districts in the State of Michigan are empires in
resources, territory, and population. Ifisimpossible foranember

of Congress representing a large district to keep in touch with
his people, to study their needs, and to perform the service re-
quired of him daily in a satisfactory manner. This is not repre-
senfative government. This is not the plan originally intended.

Mr. WHEELER. Iwould like tointerrupt the gentleman if he
will permit me,

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I must decline fo yield, as I have
only five minutes. I would make the representation in this body
as close to the people and as direct as possible. There is no good
argument that can be advanced against increasing the member-
ship of this Hounse. I do not see a single difficnlty attending a fair
increase of membership. That does not exist to-day. en I
first came here I thought that the rules were oppressive. I did
not believe that they were necessary.

After gix years of service 1 do no know how the business of the
country can be transacted unless each member is willing to yield
some of his rights as a member in the interests of the nation, and
give right of way to the more important measures affecting the
nation as a whole, and I have not a criticism to make upon the
present administration of the rules, although I feel at times that
they ;re not quite as elastic as the conditions of the situation de-
mand. .

Bat, sir, I do not feel that we have met the present emergency
broadly and fairly if we do not recognize those sections of our
country whose growth and importance fairly entitle them to in-
cre: representation. The State of Michigan, which I have the
honor to represent in part, has increased during the last decade
from 1,602.474 to 2,420.000 under the census just completed, an
increase of 817,526. This, Mr. Speaker, is a tribute to our
strength and attractiveness as a State. This record fairly entitles
the State of Michigan to increased representation in this body and
in the electoral college when the destiny of our country is so
often at stake. Before Maineis entitled to 4 Representatives upon
this floor, Michigan isentitled to 13 members upon this floor, even
upon the basis proposed by the minority report, and upon the
united request of the delegation from the State of Michigan I pro-
test against this inequality and injustice, and urge the House to
go one step further, fixing the membership at 305—the only just
and fair increase that can properly be made.

The country will apﬁrove a just solution of this question, and
they will stamp with their condemnation any course, born of mere
gxpe;ﬂiency, which deals out Congressional representation accord-
ing favor.

Mr. HOPKINS. Before the gentleman takes his seat, I degire
to know if this amendment is on the same ratio and on the same
proportion as the Burleigh bill, and provides that no State shall
lose its Representative?

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. My amendment provides for all
the States, and that no State shall lose any of its Representatives;
and gives additional representation to those States that have
grown in population and strength which entitles them to favor
under the last census.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, Irise for the pur-
pose of reenforcing, as far as 1 may in a few minutes, the mani-
fest justice of the amendment now before the House, offered by
the gentleman from North Dakota, an amendment for the purpose
of giving an additional Representative to the State of Florida, one
fo the State of North Dakota, and one to the State of Colorado.
I think, Mr. Speaker, it comes with bad grace from the gentle-
man from South Carolina, who is one of the signers of the mi-
nority report now before the House, to oppose the amendment
offered by the gentleman from North Dakota, because I find this
written in the minority report, signed by that gentleman, to-
gether with his colleagues:

The ancmalouscharacter of this prapljm‘d apportionment, as well as its ob-
vious injustice, is clearly demonstrated by the fact that it is necessarily based,
in part. _ul%glu majority fractions, and yet Colorado with a majority fraction
of 121,367, Florida with a majority fraction of 110,807, and North Dakota with
a majority fraction of 105,586 do not receive a Representative based upon such
majority fraction, while every other Btate with a majority fraction receives
a Representative for such majority fraction.

Now, Mr, Speaker, I do not know what bill will pass the House;
but if the Hopkins bill does become law, then it would be alaw
of manifest injustice, nunless these three States each had a Repre-
sentative to represent its majority fraction, because all the other
States with a majority fraction have each a Representative.

Mr. Speaker, the confusion of ideas manifested in the discussion
grows out of the fact that gentlemen take the present member-
ship of the House as the permanent or ultimate divisor, If is
not right, The present membership, 857, onght to be taken as a
trial divisor, for the purpose of arriving at the trne divisor, and
the true divisor is the number of people which it takes to make a
Representative upon the floor.

ow, when you divide the true divisor into the population of
each State—and of course it is the people of each State which is

represented and not the people of the United States at large—
then you get an answer, and that answer is the number of Rep-
resentatives to which that State is entitled. But there is always
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left over a fraction, and you must approximate the true repre-
sentation by representing the fraction or not representing it. It
has been universally agreed that the best approximation to actual
and true justice is to let the fraction under one-half go unrepre-
sented and the fraction over one-half go represented.

So that in taking your trial divisor—the present number of the
House, or any other number you please—you do not use the true
membership of the House; you merely try it and you always

t as the true memhershig something a little over the trial

ivisor which youn use. And so in this case, you would finally
arriveat the true membership of 360 upon the basis of the number
of Representatives, two hundred and eight thousand eight hundred
and something, which you require for each Representative.

Now. Mr, Speaker, that is all I desire to say, but before I sit
down I want to thank the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
FrrzoeraLp)] for having read the Massachusetts constitution—
that part of it from which we copied in Mississippi the provision
which now stands as it does in our constitution. He read it for
the purpose of showing that it was not analogous, but his reading
proved that it was identical.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Let me say to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi— :

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Mississippi yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Yes.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. In what part of the
Massachusetts constitution or laws is the phrase which makes an
exception of those whose father or grandfather was entitled to
vote in 18677

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. No part of it at all. Nor is
there any such provision in the constitution of Mississippi. I said
the part of the Massachusetts constitution that you read was cop-
ied into the Mississippi constitution. I did not say there was not
anything in the Mississippi constitution except what you had up
there; of course not. [Laughter.]

Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. I am glad to have the
gentleman make that admission. I am certain that he does not
wish to give the impression that the laws of Massachusetts in the
matter of voting create an{ distinction between blacks and
whites. It is not true, and I wish the House and the country to
know that the election laws of Massachusetts apply with equal
force to all classes of citizens,

The illiterate white, except those who voted previous to 1857,
and they number very, very few at the present time, has no more
right to vote than the illiterate black.

. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I find with
much regret that on this bill I differ with my colleagues, with
whom I ordinarily act in concert, and as I can not convince my-
gelf that I am wrong, I wish to state my reasons for voting against
the Burleigh bill. it were merely a question of gratifying the
sensibilities or pride of the State of Maine, or of doing a favor to
the most able men who represent her now, no man would go fur-
ther to do it than I, althongh it does seem to me that just now
that State is in a rare condition to accept gracefully that reduc-
tion of regrasentation which is always likely to come to any of
the older States, because to-day Maine is Eractically represented
here by three men, and last fall one of her districts, by a very
unique and extraordinargexhibition of gratitude for faithful and
distinguished service, which I am sure we all admire, nominated
and elected a hopeless invalid, so that, for at least three sessions,
Maine would have had only three members on this floor, if we
had not relieved her by a special bill for that most deserving
statesman, though in doing it we all felt we were setting a very
vicious precedent.

But kindness or even fairness to the State of Maine or to any
other particular State is not the issne. It has been abundantly
proved that mathematics can not determine any apportionment
which shall be universally fair and equal. Some must fare better
than others, and I wish I could vote as the Burleigh bill provides,
that no State should fare better than the State of Maine. But
there is one question which to my mind is controlling, and that
is, is not the membership of this House already so large that any
increase will reduce the individual influence and usefulness of the
members, and also reduce the influence of this branch of Congress?
I am very thoroughly convinced that this House is already quite
as large as it shonld be. This objection was obvious to the de-
fenders of the Burleigh bill, but they have met it by arguments
quite inconsistent with each other.

The gentleman from Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD] argued that the
House was not too large now for the orderly transaction of busi-
ness, and he said a plan had been prepared for putting 30 new
geats in this Chamber, so that it would be just as convenient as
to-day. I think he is mistaken. I have not drawn a seat in the
back row three Congresses out of four without learning that there
gbamany seats where it is impossible to either hear or engage in

te.

My colleague [Mr. Moopy] differs from Mr. LITTLEFIELD, al-
though supporting his bill, and he says the House is too bi
already, in which I agree with him; but he develops the extraordf
nary argument that this House is too big to-day, that some remedy
is necessary, but that the members do not yet recognize the need
of a remedy, and therefore to drive them to that remedy he would
make the House bigger yet.

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. Mr, Speaker, I know that my
colleague does not intend to misrepresent me.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts?

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Certainly.

Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts. My position was not that the
House was too large, but too large under the present conditions.

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Certainly, I didnotexpress
myself clearly, because I used the word House both for this Cham-
ber and for the body. My colleague argues that in this Chamber
the present membership can not properly conduct business. Then
the gentleman from Maine, arguing on the same side, entirely
disagrees with him. But what does my colleague suggest as a
remedy? He says, increase the membership of this body. Then
conditions here will be so bad that some change will have to be
made, and he hopes that then a majority will agree with him
that this Chamber should be greatly reduced, and that we
should imitate the English House of Commons.

There are two objections to my colleague's argument. In the
first place we have no assurance that what he considers the pana-
cea—a reduction of the size of the Chamber—would ever be
adopted, and if it were not, conditions would be vastly worse;
the present confusion would be ** worse confounded.” Our most
forceful Speaker in the last Congress attempted to have the experi-
ment tried, but even his autocratic influence could not sncceed;
and I am afraid that the increment of 30 more seats would not
drive the members tc abandon their desks. But I do not think
my colleague was happy in his comparison to the House of Com-
mons. I think the conditions there are just what we want
to avoid, and illustrate clearly the danger in any material increase
of membershi;i;

There the whole business of the House is in the hands of a very
few men. A large part of the members take no part in the pro-
ceedings, seldom appear except to hear an exciting debate or vote
in an important division, have no individual sense of responsibil-
ity, but trust to the party whip. I think that would be the neces-
sary tendency here it the membership were increased, and that is
just what we ought to aim to avoid. Why, in the House of Com-
mons a whole political party of nearly a hundred is absenting
itself by concerted action. Do we want such a sense of duty to
exist here?

. There is already a tendency here, which has occasioned much
restiveness, to concentrate the power in a few hands; to allow a
small number of leaders to manage business. Do we want that
increased? I think not. Yet an increaseof numbers mustsurely
increaseit.

The philosophical statement of Hamilton, quoted by the gentle-
man from Maine [Mr, LiTTLEFIELD], that the larger an assembly
the fewer men will guide it, is still true, and if we increase mem-
bership we must still more centralize power and influence. I
think trune progress is in the opposite direction. Ithink we should
increase the size of the constituencies rather than of Congress. -
And I think in that way we sha!l maintain not only the individual
infinence of the members but the influence of this body. One of
the most striking and mischievous tendencies to-day is the in-
creasing power of the Senate compared with the House, and just
so much as we increase and dilute our membership so do we de-
crease our relative influence. For these reasons, although the
Burleigh bill benefits my section, although there are personal as-
sociations which make it nnpleasant for me to oppose it, yet I
have been unable to combat my deep conviction that this House
is already quite large enough and ought not to be increased.
[Applause. ]

t?ﬂ[r HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a vote on the first propo-
sition.

The SPEAKER, The parliamentary situation is as follows:
The gentleman from Maine [Mr. BurLEIGH] offers a substitute
for the first section. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. W,
ALDEN SuITH] offers an amendment to the Burieigh substitute.
The gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. ScanpiNG] offers an
amendment to the first section, and the first question will be on
the amendment offered by the gentleman from North Dakota,
which seeks to perfect the first section of the bill,

The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. SPALDING].

Mr, BINGHAM. Let it be read.

The SPEAKER. The amendment will be again read, if there
be no objection.

The Clerk again read the amendment.
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The question being taken, the amendment was ageeed to.

The SPEAKER. If there are no other amendments to the first
section, the question will now be npon the amendment offered to
“the Burleigh bill"—the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Wu. ALDEN SwmitH]. Without objection,
that amendment will again be reported for the information of the

House.

The amendment was again read. -

The question being taken, there were, on a division (called for by

Mr, CorLiss)—ayes 85, noes 136.
So the amendment was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is now on
stitute offered by the gentleman from Maine [

The question ha.ving been put,

The SPEAKER sai

The Chair is in doubt.

eeing to the sub-

it

. BURLEIGH].

Mr. BURLEIGH and others called for the veas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 166, nays 102,

answered ‘‘ present” 10, not voting 77; as follows:

YEAS-106.
Adamas, Dinsmore, Levy, Bhafroth,
Aldrich, Dougherty, Lit‘xe, Shattue,
A E Dol Tat C - e,
en, Ky. oyd, ep
Allen, Me. Eddy, Long, Sibley,
Allen, Miss. Elliott, MeCall, Blayden,
Atwater, Esch, McCleary, Small,
Bailey, Kans. Faris, McCulloch, Smith, K
Barham, Finley, - MeLain, t
Bell, Fitzpatrick, McRae, Spalding,
Bellamy, Fletcher, n, Sparkman,
Benton, Foss, Metealf, Bperry,
Bingham, Fox, Milier, Spight,
ing, Gaston, Minor, Bp 2,
Boutell m. Gilbert, Noody, Mass.  Bieele,
'Wersoc = ¥, Oreg. vens, Minn.
Bromwell, Gillet, N. Y. Morgan, Btewart, N. Y.
ndi:'il{a i Morrell, Stokes,
Burke, Tex. Green, Pa. orris, Sulzer,
Burkett, Greene, Masa, Naphen, Sutherland,
Burleigh, Griffith, Veed \ T rt,
Burleson, Grout, 0'Grady, Tayler, Ohio
Calderhead, Hay, Otey, yer,
Caldwell, Hemenway, Overstreet, Thomas, N. C.
pron, Henry, Miss, Pearre, Throp
Catchings, Henry, Tex. Pearson, Tom
Clark, Mo. Hill, Phillips, Vandiver,
Cochran, ‘.\gtr). v :‘ITack._ Q“‘,; %r:gshudl:th.
Cochrane. A enkins, gh, WO
Cooper, Tex. Jett, uarles, Waters,
Cowherd, Johnston, Hay, N. Y. Wheeler,
Cromer, Jones, Va. Reeder, White,
Crowley, Jones, Wash. Rhea, Ky. Williams, J. R.
Crumpacker, Kahn, hea, Va. Williams, W. E.
Curtis, Kerr, Md. Ridgely, Williams, Misa,
Cushman, Kleberg, ey, Wilson, 8. C.
Davey, Knox, Robb, oods,
Davidson, Lamb, Roberts, - Wright,
Davis, Landis, Robinson, Ind. Young,
De Armond, Lanham, Rucker, 70T,
De Graffenreid, Lassiter, Russell,
Denny, Latimer, Shackleford,
NAYS—1,
Acheson, Fordney, Lester, Byan, N, Y.
Adamson, Gaines, ewis, Ryan, Pa.
Babcock, Gardner, Mich. Littauer, Scudder,
Bafl, rdner, N.J. Livingston, Shelden,
Barber Gillett, Mass. Loud, Bherman,
Bartholdt, Glynn, Loudenslager, Showalter,
Bartlett, Gordon, Lovariucf‘ Sims,
Berry, Graff, Lybrand, Smith, Samusl W,
Bishop, i McAleer, Smith, Wm. Alden
] e, Grosvenor, McClellan, Snodgrass,
Brenner, TOW, McDowell, Stark,
Broussard, Hall, Maddox, Stewart, N. J.
Brownlow, Hamilton, May, Taylor, Ala.
Burnett, Haugen, Meekison, Thomas, Iowa
Burton, Hedge. Mondell, Tengue,
Clayton, Henry, Conn. Moon, Turner,
Conner, Hepburn, Mudd, Underhill,
Cooper, Wis. Hopkins, Muller, Underwood,
Cor! Howard, Norton, Ohio Van Voorhis,
Dalzell, Joy, Packer, Pa. Wachter,
Davenport,8.A. Kerr, Ohio Parker, N.J. Weaver,
Davenport, 8. W. Ketcham, Ransdell, eaks,
Emerson, King, Richardson, Ala. Wilson, Idaho
Fitzgerald, Mass. Kitchin, Richardson, Tenn, Wilson, N.Y.
Fitzgerald, N. Y. Klnttz, Rodenberg,
Fleming, Lacey, Ruppert,
ANSWERED TPRESENT"-10.
Gibson, Meyer, La Salmon, Tate.
Lane, Olmsted, Stephens, Tex.
Mahon, Powers, Btewart, Wis
NOT VOTING—17.
Bailey, Tex. Brosius, Clarke,N. H. Dahle,
er, wi, Clayton, N.Y. Da.
Bankhead, Bull, Connell, Dick,
Barnevy, Burke, 8. Dak. Cooney, Driggs,
Boutelle, Me. RButler, Cousins, Foster,
Bradley, Campbell, Cox, Fowler,
Brantley, Cannon, Crump, er,
Brewer, Cummings,
Brick, Chanler, Cusack, Gayle,

Hawley Marsh, Pierce, Tenn. Swanson,
Haatwole. Mercer, Prince, Tawney,
Hitt, - Reeves, Terry,
Hoffecker, Miers, Ind Riordan, Wanger,
Howell, Neville, Robertson, La. ‘Warner,
Hull, Newlands, binson, Nebr. ‘Watson,
Lawrence, Noonan, th, IIL ‘Weymouth,
Lentz, Norton, 8. C. Smith, Iowa Ziegler.
Linney, en, Smith, H.C.

Lorimer, Payne, 5

McDermott, Pearce, Mo. Sulloway,

So the amendment of Mr. BURLEIGH was agreed to.

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Speaker, I find that I am paired with the
gentleman from Alabama, Mr. BANKHEAD, I therefore desire to
withdraw my vote and be marked * present.” I would say that
if Mr. BANKHEAD were present he would vote for the Hopkins
bill and I should vote for the Burleigh bill,

The SPEAKER. That last statement is not in order.

The name of Mr. POwERs was again called, and he answered
ilpmnt. "

The following pairs were announced:

Until further notice:

Mr. BuLL with Mr. CusAcCK.

Mr. FREER with Mr, STALLINGS.

Mr. DayToN with Mr. MEYER of Louisiana,

Mr, MaunON with Mr. NEVILLE.

Mr. WaTtsoN with Mr. NooNAN,

Mr. MagrsH with Mr. GAYLE.

Mr. MEsick with Mr. LENTZ.

Mr, Hirt with Mr, CHANLER.

Mr. HorrECKER (who would vote for the Burleigh bill) with Mr,
StePHENS of Texas (who would vote for the Hopkins bill). /

Mr. Tawxey with Mr, CrayTox of New York.

Mr. WANGER with Mr. RoBERTSON of Louisiana.

Mr. STEWART of Wisconsin with Mr. NorTOX of South Carolina,

Mr. WARNER with Mr. COONEY.

Mr. BARNEY with Mr, Cox,

Mr. GAMBLE with Mr. CAMPBELL,

Mr. CLARKE of New Hampshire with Mr, PIERCE of Tennessee.

Mr, SULLOWAY with Mr. CARMACK.

Myr. BurkE of South Dakota with Mr. DRIGGS.

Mr. Syt of Illinois with Mr, FOSTER,

Mr. BRowN with Mr, RIORDAN.

Mr. REEVES with Mr. CUMMINGS.

Mr. MERCER with Mr. BRANTLEY.

Mr. PAYNE with Mr. SwANSON.

Mr. CruMP with Mr. RoBiNsoN of Nebraska.

Mr, SmiTH of Iowa with Mr. McDerMOTT,

Mr. FowLER with Mr. BATLEY of Texas,

Mr. HowELL with Mr, SALyoN,

For this day:

Mr. PowERS with Mr. BANKHEAD,

Mr. BUTLER with Mr. BRADLEY of New York.

Mr. WEYMoUTH and Mr. NEWLANDS,

Mr. Dick (who would vote for the Burleigh bill) with Mr.,
BREWER (who would vote against it).

On this bill:

Mr. Brosius with Mr, CONNELL,

Mr, HuLL with Mr. Brick.

Mr. Canxox with Mr. TERRY.

Mr. Cousixs with Mr. OTJEN,

Mr. HEATWOLE with Mr, TATE, |

Mr. LANE with Mr, BAKER.

Until January 9:

Mr. Gipsox with Mr. Miegrs of Indiana. >

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. I am paired with the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. Dayrox], and therefore I desire to
withdraw my vote.

The Clerk called the name of Mr, MEYER of Louisiana, and he
answered ‘‘ present.”

Theresult of the vote was announced as above recorded.
bﬂ’l}‘he SPEAKER., The Clerk will report the next section of the

The Clerk read as follows:

8Ec. 2. That whenever a new State is admitted to the Union the Repre-
ﬁgtatlve or Representatives assigned to it shall be in addition to the number
(N

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I have an amendment
that I want to offer to that section.

Mr, HOPEINS. Before that is offered, I will ask my friend
from Missouri to yield for a moment, until the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. LoxG] can offer an amendment to make this section
conform to the preceding section.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will withdrawit, but I donot want
to lose my place.

Mr. HOPKINS. You shall have it.

The SPEAKER. The chairman of the committee desires the
gentleman from Kansas to offer the amendment?
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Mr, HOPKINS. Yes.

Mr. LONG. I move to strike out “fifty-seven,” at the close of
the section, and insert ** eighty-six,” so as to conform to the first
section of the bill as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 2, section 2, lines 11 and 12, strike out “fifty-seven" and insert
“eighty-six.”

The SPEAKER. This makesitconform tothe action just taken
by the House?

Mr. LONG. Itdoes.

Mr, HOPKINS, Yes.

The amendment was agreed to,

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I offer the amendment
which I send to the Clerk's desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend the amendment by adding the following words:

“That the District of Columbia is hereby created a Territory by the name
of the Territory of Columbia.

*8ec. 2. That all male citizens of said Territory over 21 years of age who
have not been convicted of a felony and who have resided within said Dis-
trict one whole ggar prior to the first Tuesday after the first Monday of No-
vember, A. D. 1802, are qualified electors to vote for all Territorial officers
and upon all Territorial questions.

“8ec. 8. That the existing District government shall continue until Jan-
uary 1,1903, and the laws now in force shall continue in force until changed or
repealed by the Territorial legislatnre.

“SEc. 4 That prior to January 1, 1903, the President of the United States
shall a]igg:lnt a gowmor. secretary, and marshal for eaid Territory from
among ualified voters thereof, who shall hold their offices for a term of
four years an eaid 1st day of January, A. D. 1003, unless
for good and sufficient canse.

“8Ee0. 5. That the legislature of said Territory shall consist of a senate and
house of representatives. The sanate shall be com of 11 members, who
ghall ?naﬁﬂed votersof said Territory at least {oars of age, whose term

our years. The house shall be composed of 22 members, who shall
be t‘;un]iﬂed votersat least 25 years old, and whose term shall be two years.

“8EC, 6. That the said Territory shall be entitled to a Delegate to the
House of Representatives in the Congress of the United States.

“8ec. 7. That it shall be the dutﬁ of the present Commissioners of the
District forthwith to divide the said Territory into 11 legislative districts,
as nearly equal in population as possible, each of which shall be entitled to
1 senator and 2 representatives in the Territorial 1 lature.

“*8gC. 8, That on the first Tnesday after the first Monday in November, 1602,
an election shall be held within said ’l‘erritorﬁ for the purpose of electing
senators and representatives in said Territo legislature and a Delegate to
the Congress of the United States.

“8rc. 8. That it is hereby made the dutﬁ.nr said Commissioners to provide
polling booths, poil books, tally sheets, ted ballots, and other appliances
necessary for said election, and to ap t goﬁdsu and clerks for the same in
such numbers as to them shall seem . ded, however, That not more
than one-half of such judges and clerks shall be appointed from one political

" gzc. 10. That election returns shall be certified tosaid Commissioners, and
they shall canvass the same and issue certificates of election to those elected.

“8Bia, 11. That each house of said legislature shall be the sole judge of the
election and qualification of its members.

“8Ec. 12. That at high noon, Jan 1, 1903, both houses of said legislature
ghall meet at places prepared by said Cor oners and shall organize for
business by electing such officers as shall be necessary, and may continue in
session for ninety days, and no more. i

“gro. 13. That senators and representativesinsaid legislature shall receive
$10 per day during the session, to be paid out of the revenues of said Terri-

*Sgc. 14. Thatsaid legislature shall have power toenact all necessary laws,
to levy taxes, to disburse the revenues, to do all things usually done by Ter-
ritorial legislatures, and to Rmrida for the election and appointment of all
gubordinate officers, and to fix their compensation.”

During the reading of the foregoing,

Mr. HOPKINS said: Mr. Speaker, enough of that has been read
to indicate that it is clearly objectionable. I make the point of
order against it that it is not germane to this bill.

The SPEAKER. The point of order is sustained.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I have the right to have that read
in my time,

The SPEAKER. The point of order issustained; but the Chair
will recognize the gentleman from Missouri if he desires.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Iwant to have that read in my time,
I believe I am entitled to five minutes.

The SPEAKER. It can not be done now except by unanimous
consent. It is out of order.

Mr. CLARK of Missonri. I will ask the House, then, that the
amendment be published in the RECORD, and I desire to state the
substance of it.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouriasks unanimous
consent that thisamendment be published in the RECorD. Isthere
objection? AF L

There was no objection. .

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, I want five minntes. ,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri is recognized
for five minutes, if there be no objection,

There was no objection.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, Speaker, the part of that amend-
ment that is pertinent to this bill is to give the District of Colum-
bia & Delegate to it in this House. Ever since I came here I have
been in favor of that proposition, and all I have witnessed con-
firms me in that opinion.

1t is a disgrace and reproach to the American Republic that right
here under the shadow of the Dome of this Capitol 800,000 people,

sooner removed

white, black, yellow, and copper-colored, are absolutely disfran-
chised and have no more voice in their own Government than if
they were so many Digger Indians. The only objection that I have
ever heard to my proposition was the statement of some fine-haired
solar-walk citizens of thiscity that ‘*if the right of franchise were
restored to these people the poor whites and damned niggers would
vote them into bankruptey.” That is a very stranﬁe statement to
e made in this city—the finest capital in the world.

You can not walk 300 yards in this city without seeing the effigy
of either Andrew Jackson or of Abraham Lincoln, To say that
poor whites are dangerous voters in this country, which ho!ds up
those twoillustrions men, sprunifrom the poorest of poor whites,
as exemplars of American manhood is absolutely preposterous.
A wag out in Missouri told me that when Andrew Johnson was
sworn in as Vice-President, in looking up at the Senate diplomatic
gallery, he happened to catch sight of the representatives of the
foreign governments up there, and, shaking his fist at them, said:
**You aristocraticcockadoodles, go back to your royal masters and
tell them that in the land of the setting sun you saw a tailor and
a rail splitter climb to the apex of human power.” [Laughter.]
That is a gorgeous sentence—a patriotic sentiment.

Whether he ever said it I do not know. However that may be,
it was worthy to be said, because in that idea is the genius of our
institutions. And I want to say, Mr, Speaker,that if a “*nigger”
is good enough to vote against mein the Ninth Congressional dis-
trict of Missouri, he is good enough to elect a Representative for
the city of Washington to sit on this floor. [Applause.]

‘We have always professed that we are in favor of ‘*home rule.”
Our desire to see the Cubans have home rule lay at the root of the
Spanish war, We are all in favor of home rule for Ireland, and
a vast majority of the American peog:le. irrespective of party affili-
ations, wish to see the brave, heroic Boers win in their nnparaileled
fight for home rule, Yet, with persistency which is amazing
and inconsistency which is enigmatical, we refuse to grant the
precious boon of home rule to our own fellow-citizens at our very
doors, It is not only an anomaly in our system of government;
it is an anomaly in human natuare.

I do not believe that the people of this District are unfit for self-
government. They have a fine opportunity for educating them-
selvesin that difficult art. They hear more politics and talk more
politics than the qT;)ple of any other portion of the Republie.
Things are always happening here to incite their patriotic fervor,
The monuments of our achievements and our greatness are all
about them. The visible evidences of our power are forever be-
fore their eyes. The glorious traditions and fascinating legends
of American worthies who have passed into history are familiar
to their ears. The numberless blessings of our free institutions
are known to them. To saythat theyare unfit to govern them-
selves is to confess that our experiment in representative govern-
ment is a colossal failure.

Mr. Speaker, you may rule this bill out of order now, butif I
sit in this House long enough, I intend to bring this bill here in a
way that it will have ample discussion, and whenever it does I
will drive the Republican majority of this House into taking the
position openly on this floor that the negroes are not fit to vote
at all, because that is the idea that they have in disfranchising
the people of the District of Columbia. though, for political rea-
sons, they dare not avow it. And in this connection I have only
one wish, and that is to be in this city on the day that they elect
the first Delegate to sit in the American Congress.

Therewould be 500candidates af the least calcnlation. Itwould
be a battle royal, to witness which would be worth ten years of
peaceful life; and it is the saddest commentary ever made on free
government that we sit here and refuse to these people the right
to govern themselves—to indulge in the luxury of voting and%c—
ing voted for. A gentleman said to me the other day that this
was the best governed city on the continent, when I was talking
to him about this bill. Suppose it is. Every city has a right to
govern itself asit pleases. If it wanis to let the hoodlums run it,
all well. Ths only reason that the hoodlums run any town on
the American continent is that the fine-haired people, the relf-
styled ‘‘ better classes,” think they are better than other people.
They are unwilling to be jostled by a hoodlum on the day of
election.

Mr. KLUTTZ. The mugwumps?

Mr. CLARK of Missonri, Yes, the mugwnmps, or jugwumps,
as Sam Jones calls them. These fine-haired people are too good to
discharge their political duties. They stay at home in idleness,
clothed in his mantle of self-righteonsness, while the hoodlum dis-
charges not only his own polit:cal duty, but also the political duty
of the fine-haired citizen. I repeat it, Mr, Speaker, and it is the
last I have to say about it at present, that you can rule this amend-
ment out of order now, but the day will come when this bill will
be, must be, considered here. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Missouri
has expired. The Clerk will proceed with the reading.
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The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 8. That in each State entitled under this apportionment, the number
to which such State may be entitled in the -eighth and each subsequent
Congress shall be elected by districts com of contiguous territory and
containing as nearly as practicable an equal number of inhabitants. The
said districts shall be equal to the number of the Re ntatives to which
such State may be entitled in Congress, no one district electing more than
one Representative.

The following committee amendment was read:

In line 16, after the word * contignons," insert the words “and compact.”

The SPEAKER. This is a committee amendment.

Mr. TAYLER of Ohio. Mr, Spéaker, I demand to be heard.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman offer an amendment?

Mr, TAYLER of Ohio. I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. HOPKINS. There is a committee amendment pending.

Mr. TAYLER of Ohio, Iunderstand thatthere is a committee
amendment pending, and I merely offer the formal amendment
for the purpose of making an opportunity to record my objection
to this kind of legislation on apportionment bills, Theonly ?ower
the House has is to fix the apportionment and the number of Rep-
resentatives to which the several States are entitled. Congress
has no power to say how the districts shall be laid off, whether in
conti;iuous territory or of as nearly equal population as practica-
ble: that duty rests upon the States, and upon them alone.

The right to declare that Congressional districts shall be laid
off out of contignous territory and of as nearly equal population
as practicable implies, of course, the power to revise any infrac-
tion of the law; and the power to revise implies the power to in-
itiate, and would give to Con%-ess theright to lay off into districts
all the States of the Union. This, it seems tome, is too monstrous
a doctrine to be for a moment tolerable.

I know that for fifty years such provisions as these have been
incorporated in apportionment bills, but no State has ever per-
mitted itself to be bound by them.

Since such legislation has always been nugatory, I attach no es-
pecial importance to this effort, and it is hardly worth while
wasting the time of the House at this late hour in endeavoring to
convince it of the invalidity of these sections.

Having, however, recorded my objections to them as unconsti-
tutional and void, I withdraw the amendment.

Mr. SPIGHT. Mr.Speaker, I had hoped that in thisera of good
feeling and in the first month of the new century the passions and
prejudices engendered by the civil war, now happily more than a
third of a century behind us, had been forever buried. 1hadhoped
that no legislation would be suggested of proposed in this House
that wounld even tend to revive thatfeeling of bitterness or toreopen
those old wounds. I had hoped that the spirit of harmony and
good will between the North and the South, so earnestly adve-
cated by President McKinley on several notable occasions, wounld
be permitted to flow on without interruption, ** yielding the peace-
able fruits of righteousness.”

I am glad of the assurance that the President, in the kindness
of his heart and the generous disposition which animates him, is
now opposed to any such punitive legislation as that embodied
in what is known as the **Crnmpacker bill,” proposing to arbi-
trarily strike down a part of the representation on this floor of
four sovereign States of the Union because those States are un-
willing thatv the pure, honest, intelligent administration of their
local government shall be again jeopardized by the rule of vice,
corruption, and ignorance.

Having drunk to its dregs this bitter cup during the dark days
of the reconstruction period, we never intend to swallow it again,
and there is no power on earth that can make us doit. Our
brethren of the North do not understand the conditions which
confront us, nor can they have any reasonable conception of the
horrors of carpetbag rule as it existed in Mississippi and other
Southern States from 1869 to 1876. Big-brained, big-hearted old
Horace Greeley, from his tripod in the Tribune office, could not
believe that the half that was told was true until he visited
the South and satisfied himeelf; and when he returned home he
}vrota the historic words, ‘*I found the carpetbagger a mournful

act.”

Many other conservative Republicans, some of whom I am glad
to find occupying seats upon this floor and in the other end of the
Capitol, have, like Horace Greeley, investigated for themselves,
and now freely admit that in several of the Southern States the
overshadowing and impending peril i8 negro supremacy, which
means a destruction of all the highest and best interests of the
people of those States; and I have confidence that when the test
is applied they will have the courage of their convictions, rise
above passion and prejudice, and, instead of viewing the mat-
ter from the standpoint of mere partisan advantage, look at it in
the light of broad statesmanship and justice to a long-suffering
people who are to-day as loyal to the flag of a reunited country
as those of any State in this great Republic.

I come from a proud State. Ilove her people and all their in-
terests. I love her hills and her valleys, her murmuring rills and

her rolling rivers, and hermighty ‘“ Father of Waters,” upon whose
majestic bosom is borne the commerce of half a continent. No
braver men nor fairer women dwell beneath the shining sun than
are to be found in Mississippi, During the fateful days from 1861
to 1865 her sons illustrated their heroism upon a hundred bloody
fields, and the devotion of her women in those perilous times has
never been surpassed in the annals of history. But when the war
was ended we accepted in good faith the arbitrament of arms,and
if anything was wanting to prove the loyalty of the Southern peo-
lple, I need only to refer to what has passed into history during the
ast two years,

Men who wore the gray so proudly and valiantly in 1861 have
been found fighting under the flag of the Union. Sons of the
men who wrote the brightest pages in the martial history of the
world freely enlisted nnder the banner of a reunited country,
ready to dare, to do, and to die for the honor and glory of the great
Republic; and some of the richest blood of the South has been
poured out upon the decks of our battle ships and upon sangui-
nary fields, and to-day wherever our armies are found confront-
ing an enemy there sons of the South vie with their Northern
brothers in deeds of heroism and patriotic duty.

‘We of the South have a problem to solve, the gravest that ever
confronted a proud-spirited people, and all that we ask isto be let
alone in our efforts to work it out, and in God's own time, gunided
by enlightened statesmanship and thespirit of the Divine Master,
e will solve it to the mutual advantage and satisfaction of both
races. The Crumpacker bill proposes to take from the State of
Lonisiana 2 of her present Representatives in Congress, redncing
her from 6 to 4; from Mississippi 3, reducing her from 7 to 4; from
North Carolina 4, reducing her from 9 to 5, and from South Caro-
lina 3, reducing her from 7 to 4, and at the same time increasing
the representation of other States so as to make the membership
of the House 365 instead of 357, as now constifuted.

And why is it sought to thus degrade and dishonor these four
proscribed Southern States? Solely because they have, by consti-
tutional amendments, endeavored to protect themselves against
the possible danger of a return to power of the vicious and igno-
rant elements in our midst and open the door to another flock of
foul birds of prey like those which feasted and fattened npon the
substance of our people in the reconstruction period.

In the further discussion of this subject, Mr. Speaker, I shall
confine myself to the conditions in Mississippi, and to showing the
fallacies of the arguments which have been employed by gentle-
tlemen who favor this repressive legislation. Some of these are
so manifestly without solid foundation that I can only believe the
are the result of want of information. I donot charge them wi
intentional unfairness, but whether with deliberate purpose or
from want of information, the effect is the same if allowed to go
unchallenged.

These gentlemen have made the Congressional vote in 1803 the
basis of a charge that an enormous g:mentage of our peorple are
disfranchised and a test of the number of qualified voters in the
State of Mississippi. If gentlemen had taken the pains to
inform themselves, they must have learned that they reasoned
from absurdly false premises, They would have learned that
several causes combined to record so small a vote in that year,
In the first place, in Mississippi we have a primary-election law
under which most nominations are made, and after this has been
done, there being practically no opposition in the general election,
there is no inducement to a full vote; and this applies to all our
elections, whether State or Federal.

In the second place, we have quadrennial elections for all State,
district, and county officers, and these elections are wholly di-
vorced from Federal elections and never occur in the same year,
80 that every four years we have an election for members of Con-
gress alone. This was the case in 1898, and there was nothing to
call out a full vote. As a matter of fact, only abont one-sixth of
the registered vote was polled. As an illustration, which will
hold good throughout the State, the registration books showed in
the district which 1 have the honor to represent that in the 9
counties composing that district, as I get it from the report of the
secretary of state made to the legislature in 1807, there were 18,450
registered voters, whereas in the Congressional election of 1898
there were polled only 3,174,

Therefore it is not only untrue but utterly without foundation
in fact that this light vote has any bearing upon the question of
disfranchisement, when there were more than 15,000 registered
voters in the district who did not avail themselves of the right to
vote. How many failed to register for reasons similar to those
which prompted the 15,000 who were registered to decline to vote
we have no means of ascertaining, but undounbtedly a large num-
ber. It does not cost a man anything to register in Mississippi,
except the time it takes to go to his voting place and meet the
county registrar, who is required by law to atterd at such place
on appointed and published days for the purpose of adding the
names of those who desire to register.
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Then again, Mr. Speaker, the vote for different candidates at
the same election varies. For instance, in the Presidential year
of 1806 the vote for electors was 69,513, while the Congressional
vote on the same day was only 66,285,

In 1900 the Presidential vote was a little more than 59,000, while
the Congressional vote, by districts, was only 51,238, a difference
of nearly 8,000 votes on the same day.

In 1842 the first Presidential election after the adoption of our
present constitution, which has been so vigorously and unfairly
assailed upon this floor, was held, and the vote for electors was
only 52,809, and four years later, in 1896, as I have before stated,
it was 069,513, an increase of nearly 13,000 votes.

To show again the fallacy of the arguments of these gentlemen,
I will present some figures on our State elections for a number of

years, -

In the last State election before the beginning of the reconstrue-
tion period, which was held in 1865. Gen. B. G. Hnmphries. a gal-
lant, maimed ex-Confederate soldier whom everybody loved, was
the Democratic candidate for governor, and there was only a total
of 41,880 votes polled. In 1869, when the first election was held
after the enfranchisment of the negro, Gen. James L. Alcorn, a
*‘home Republican,” and a man of decided ability and some con-
gervat’sm, was the candidate of the Republican party, and Louis
Dent, a brother-in-law of General Grant, was the candidateadopted
by the Democrats. In this election there was a total of 114,784
votes polled, In 1878, General Ames, late of the United States
Army, who had been sent there as military governor and decided
to remain and dip his oar into the murky pool of politics, was the
nominee of the carpetbag fraternity, of which he was then a most
conspicuous member, while Governor Alcorn, who had become
thoroughly disgusted with carpetbag methods, was a candidate
for reelection and was supported by most of the Democrats and a
few conservative Republicans,

In this election there were polled 110,857 votes, a loss, as com-
ared with the election of 1869, of nearly 4,000. Alcorn was de-
eated by about 19,000 votes. I will stop here to say that this

fight of Governor Alcorn against Ames and his carpetbag lien-
tenants was the entering wedge toward the destruction of the
power of the gang of robbers who were holding high carnival in
offices in which many of them were not fit to serve as janitors.
Governor Alcorn retired to his plantation, but in 1890 was called
by the people of his county to serve in the convention which
framed our present constitution and supported and voted for it
as it stands to-day.

With the election of Ames in 1873 there was inaugurated the
darkest period of two {ears that Mississippi ever knew. Flushed
with victory, mad with power, and with an overwhelming major-
ityin the legislature composed of ignorant negroes, unscrupulous
carpetbaggers, and a sprinkling of ‘‘scallawags”—a name applied
to native white Republicans who joined hands with this detest-
able conglomeration—they reveled in excesses and burdensome
legislation as if determined to reduce the white protﬁerty owners
and taxpayers to a condition of pauperism, and at the same time
impose npon them terms so humiliating that no proud people in
any State in this Union would have borne them. I happened to
be one of the few Democrats in that legislature of 1874-75 and I
know whereof I speak.

We not only knew that we were being systematically and per-
sistently robbed, but we were compelled to look on, powerlessand
helpless, while it was being done, and to see the house our fath-
ers%ui[t desecrated and befouled by as filthy a flock of vultures as
ever gathered around a carcass. If isa significant fact, so far as
my information extends, that not one of those carpetbaggers who
returned home after 1875, or any of their kith or kin, or even any
bearing the same name, have ever, by the choice of the people of
any Northern State or community, been clothed with any office
of honor, or trust, or emolument. This must be due to the fact
tha.:th where they were best known they were regarded as un-
worthy.

Now, if you, my Republican l‘n'ends, could bring yourselves to
arealization of what weof the South had toendure in those times,
you could understand why we were driven to desperation and in
defense of our little property, our homes, our lives, and our honor
were compelled to resort to methods in elections the necessity
for which we regretted, but which was better than violence and
bloodshed. I must not be understood as apologizing for Missis-
aiggi. She has nothing to apologize for. She needs no apologist.

1875, when ** forbearance had ceased to be a virtne,” and we
realized that a change must be made in the administration of the
government or ruin would be the inevitable result, the law-abid-
ing, taxpaging citizens of the State determined that this unholy
and degrading state of affairsshould end. What I have described
as occwrring in the State legislature was repeated, only on a
smaller scale, in every county in the State having a negro ma-
jority.

Gen. J. Z. George, one of the noblest, ablest, and purest men
that ever represented Mississippi in the Semate of the United

States, as chairman of the Democratic State executive committee
led the fight for the election of a Democratic legislature in 1875,
His great power of organization and splendid executive ability,
reenforced by a corps of able and patriotic assistants, and grim de-
termination on the part of the people won the victory, and in Jan-
uary, 1876, there assembled at the seat of government the most
distinguished body of legislators that ever served the State,

Generals, ex-judges, eminent lawyers, wealthy planters, men
of all professions and vocations, and all of the highest character,
had laid aside more profitable private business and accepted
seats in the legislature with one object only in view, and that to
‘‘cleanse the Augean stables,” drive out the thieves and corrup-
tionists, and restore the government to the people who paid the
taxes. With the exception of two, every State officer, from gov-
ernor down, was either impeached or resigned to avoid impeach-
ment, and left the State followed by a horde of other carpetbaggers
from every county, with pockets well filled with ill-gotten gains.
It is worthy of remark that one of the two State officers who
were found worthy to serve out their terms and to whose door no
corruption could be traced, was the secretary of state, a native
negro, who had been educated and trained by a former * young
mistress.”

Since 1875 elections in Mississippi have been as fair as in any
State in the Union.

After the removal of Amesin 1876 John M. Stone, the president
of the senate, becamne governor by operation of the constitution,
and the administration of this high officer was so pure, able, and
patriotic that in 1877 he was elected governor without opposition,
receiving nearly 98,000 votes.

In 1881 Gen, Robert Lowry was nominated by the Democrats.
He was opposed by a * home " man who claimed to be an ** Inde-
pendent Democrat,” and who was supported by a part of the
negroes and a large and respectable farmers’ organization, which
was the forerunner of the Populist movement in Mississippi.
Lowry was elected by a majority of about 40,000 in a total vote
of 129,511—the largest vote ever polled in the State, either before
Or since.

In 1885 Lowry was reelected without opposition, receiving a
vote of nearly 90,000, which was a loss of nearly 40,000 as com-
pared with that of 1881.

84111}14;889 Stone was again elected withount opposition by a vote of
- It is proper fo state bere that the carpetbagger and professed
friends of the negroes had industriounsly instilled into the minds
of the too credulous negroes the belief that if the Democratic
party ever got into Eowar again they would be returned to slav-
ery, and that, like the man into whom eight devils returned after
one had been cast out, their ‘“last state would be worse than the
first.” But in 1885 a Democrat was inaugurated President of
the United States, and we had been blessed with nearly ten years
of Democrafic State administration, and the negro had learned
that his freedom was an accomplished fact, and that he was just
as safe under Democratic as under Republican rule, and as a re-
sult he commenced to take less interest in politics, especially as
he was no longer under the baleful influence of the carpetbagger.

In 1895 the first State election was held under our present con-
stitution, in which there were polled 64,339 votes, a loss of about
20,000, as compared with the election of 1880, the constitution of
1890 having extended the terms of all State officers two years.

In 1873, when the vote was 110,000, th&})Opuln.tion, as shown
by the census of 1870, was about 830,000, culating on the basis
of one-fifth of this number being males 21 years of age and over,
would show a total of more than 165,000, and also that there were
55,000 who did not vote, in the absence of any restriction npon
the suffrage.

In 1881, when the unprecedented vote of nearly 130,000 was
polled, the population, as shown by the census of 1880, had in-
creased to 1,151,597 which, on a basis of 1 in 5, would have given
as the number of males 21 years old, 226,319, showing that nearly
100,000 did not vote.

The registered vote in the Stateis now about 130,000, and I have
shown that not more than half, and frequently less than half,
of that number avail themselves of their right to vote. So it will
be seen that neither the number of males 21 years old, nor the
number who are registered, nor the number who vote can be re-
lied on as a test of the extent of disqualification under our consti-
tution.

I will not stop to answer the charges of the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER] about lynchings in the South. If
comes with poor grace from him in view of the fact that less
than a month ago, in his own State, three negroes were rundown
with bloodhounds and lynched for killing a white barber; and it
is said by naws&?npers that the mob consisted of the best citizens
of a town of 2,000 or 8,000 inhabitants. Most of the lynchings in
the Sonth are for rape and atte::gts to commit rape. While I
do not want to be understood as advocating mob law, I will say
that just as long as negroes, or white men either, commit rape
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upon white women, just so long will lynchings continue. The
honor of our women is dearer to us than everything else in this
life, and dearer than life itself, and when one of these brutes lays
4is hand upon cne of them swift and certain death will follow
without waiting for court, judge, or jury.

Now, as to the merits of the bill under consideration, I say that
our representation can not be reduced with any degree of intelli-
gence or fairness, because neither the Census Committee of the
House nor the Census Bureau has the necessary information upon
which to base such action, nor can it be obtained. In the absence
of such information a reduction of our representation would be
arbitrary and in violation of the very clause of the fourteenth
amendment to the Federal Constitution which gentlemen profess
to be so anxious to obey.

The Director of the Uensus was notf required, nor has he under-
taken, to furnish the number of voting or nonvoting citizens; the
number of disqualified citizens; the number in each disqualified
class; the number who voluntarily refused or neglected to vote;
the number who, through absence from home or from sickness,
failed to register or vote; the number who are disqualified for be-
ing unable to read or understand any section of the Constitution
when read to them; the number who are disqualified on account
of crime, etc. These are facts which must be presented to the
House before any intelligent action can be had, and there is no
way under the Heavens by which this necessary information can
now be obtained. -

I say, therefore, that Congress can not, without injustice and
disregard of the spirit of the Federal Constitution, enact any law
along the lines proposed by the Crumpacker bill or any similar
measure. 1f it shonld become the fixed purpose of Congress to
reduce our representation, it must, when providing for the taking
of the next census, require the Director to obtain the information
which would enable Congress to act intelligently. In no other
way can it be done. 1t would not do to undertake that now as a
supplemental work to the Twelfth Census, becauso the Constitn-
tion provides only for one census every ten years, and that has
been taken. Even if this were permissible, just think what a
herculean and costly job it would be! There are about 50,000
election precincts in the United States, and an army of 50,000 ex-
pert agents wonld be required for this work, at an enormous cost
to the Government.

The Mississippi constitution, largely the product of the master-
ful intellect of United States Senator J. Z. George, who was a
member of the convention, and one of the ablest, noblest. and
Blnrest men, as well as one of the most profound constitutional

wyers of his generafion, has stood the test of all the courts, State
and Federal, and it is now universally conceded that it is in no
sense an infraction of the Constitution of the United States.

In addition to the educational tests and the paymentof all taxes
the franchise clause of our constitution specities the following
crimes, conviction of any one of which disqualifies from registra-
tion and voting, viz: ** Bribery, burglary, theft, arson, obtaining
money or goods under false pretenses, perjury, forgery, embezzle-

ment, and bigamy.” This feature is fully anthorized by the four- |

teenth amendment, which declares, in effect, that any State may
disfranchise such as have been convicted of any crime without
suffering the penalty of having representation reduced on account
of such disfranchisement. This will not be denied by anyone.

Now, there are several crimes in this list to which the negro is
peculiarly addicted. There are many honest, worthy, law-abiding
negroes, and what I may say in this connection is in no sense a
reflection upon them; and all such have the respect and confidence
of the white people and receive from them the fullest encourage-
ment, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr, CRUMPACKER] to the
contrary notwithstanding.

Every man who is at all familiar with the character of the
negro knows how prone he is to steal anything from a water-
melon or a chicken to a bale of cotton or a horse. It will be ob-
served that the Constitution does not limit the disqualification to
grand larceny, but applies to the stealing of anything of any value,
whether great or small, and thousands of negroes and some white
men are disfranchised for this crime alome, Perjury is another
crime of most frequent occurrence, as it is well known that most
negroes who come into the courts as witnesses, and some white
men. have no conception of the sanctity of an oath. Everyone
who knows anything of negro habits and characteristics knows
also that, asa rule, they have butlittle regard for thesacrednessof
their marital vows, and do not wait until they are * off with the
old before they are on with the new.”

The other crimes which disfranchise are also of frequent occur-
rence. Now, I ask, how can any member of this House say how
many males 21 years of age and over are disfranchised because
of crime? There are a thousand in our State penitentiary and
other thousands who have paid the penalty of the law and are
at liberty, but with the disqualification clinging to them.
Every year hundreds are being added to this list from the courts
all over the State.

I lay down this incontrovertible g:oposition, that education,
frugality, and honesty are the remedies for the negro as well as
for the white man, and they furnish the key which unlocks the
door to the elective franchise.

It has been intimated by gentlemen in the course of this discus-
sion that Mississippi is not doing her duty in the way of com-
mon-school education. 1 deny it most emphatically. It is trune
that we do not appropriate as much for this purpose asisavailable
in States whose people have had none of our bitter experiences.
The great destruction of our propertiy-—not counting the emanci-
pation of our slaves—during the civil war left us poor indeed, and
the unblushing robbery of our people under carpetbag govern-
ment well-nigh completed our impoverishment. But, according
to financial ability, we are doing as much for the cause of educa-
tion as our more highly favored sister States of the Union,

The last report of the State superintendent of education shows
that about the sum of 1,500,000 is annually appropriated for com-
mon schools, and in addition to this, large appropriations for col-
leges and other institutions of learning, some of which are for the
exclusive education of negro boys and girlsin the higher branches.
In addition to all this, the State Jaw authorizes the counties and
seﬁamte school districts to levy and collect taxes for an additional
scheol fund, and many of them avail themselves of this power.

In every neighborhood in the State there are open free pubile
schools from four to eight months in the year for children, white
and colored, between the ages of 5 and 21 years; and the money
that pays the expenses of these schools is furnished almost en-
tirely by the white taxpayers of the State; and, although the num-
ber of negro children in these schools largely exceeds the number
of white children, the nezro pays less than one-tenth of the taxes.
During the scholastic year of 1598-99, as shown by the last report
of the State superintendent of education, the enrollment of white
children in the free schools was 167,178 and the colored enroll-
ment was 192,368,

The increase of interest in education amongst whitesand blacks
is very marked. You can scarcely find a young white man now
in Mississippi who has noft sufficient education to enable him to
read and write, and very many of them are not content with this,
but reach out for higher education. This is measurably true of
the young negroes, and they are taking more interest by far than
their race has ever before manifested.

There are thousands of negroes in Mississippi who could qualify
as voters, but fail to do so because of want of interest, and prefer
to devote themselves to the improvement of their condition along
more profitable lines rather than dabble in politics; and I venture
the assertion that when the report of the Twelfth Census is made
public it will be found that the percentage of illiteracy in Missis-
sippi has been largely decreased as compared with the census of
1800; and under present conditions this percentage of illiteracy
will continue to rapidly decrease. If you undertake this business
of reducing Southern representation on account of the educational
test you will have to practiceon a sliding scale and thatan ascend-
ing one.

As to the condition of the negro in Mississippi, it is the judg-
ment of every thoughtful, observant man familiar with the situa-
tion that, out of politics, the megro is far happier and more
prosperous than ever before and fewer loafers are found around
the towns,

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I repeat what I said before, let us
alone, and we will work out our destiny profitably and honorably
to the white people and satisfactorily to the negro; but if Con-
gress should, in its mistaken zeal for the advancement of the
negro and the humiliation of the white people of the proscribed
Southern States, do what I don't believe this House intends to do—
impose upon us this punitive legislation—let me sound a note of
warning—not a threat—that in doing so yon may * kill the goose
that lays the golden egg " for the negro,

Beware that when you thus dishonor us you do not drive our
people to retaliation and cause them to withdraw the white man’s
money from the black man’s children. If we are to be sorely
stricken by you on one cheek over the shoulder of the negro, you
need not be surprised if we are lacking in that Christian grace
which would prompt us to turn the other, And if, by your mis-
guided policy, you should bring this affliction npon the negro,
you may live to hear curses loud and deep from the unfortunate
people whom you profess to befriend. Already in some quarters
mutterings are heard that the ‘ white man’s burden” is too great,
and that the negro should educate his own children. Unwise
and repressive legislation by the Republican majority in Con-
gress would, beyond doubt, intensify this feeling, and by such
course you may let loose a storm that will prove disastrous to the
educational interests of the negro.

That we will retain our constitutional restriction upon the right
of suffrage you need nof entertain a doubt. We are determined
never again to allow ignorance and venality to control the ad-
ministration of our State affairs. You have the political power,
by force of numbers, to take from us a part of our representation
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upon this floor by ag:plyins' to us a rule different from that applied
to other and older States of the North having constitutions which
disfranchise a part of their citizenship, but you can not compel
us to tear down that which stands and shall ever stand as a break-
water between our property holding, taxpaying classes and the
ruin Ehi(:h always attends the domination of vice and ignorance.
Applanse.

L Mr. HOP 8. I askfora vote on the committee amendment.

Mr. KITCHIN. Ihope the gentleman will not do that at this

time.

The SPEAEKER. The Chair recognizes a member of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KruTrz], in
opﬁgsiﬁon to the committee amendment.

- . KLUTTZ. Mr. Speaker, I believe the question before the
House is the adoption of the committee amendment to insert the
words * and compact?”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct.

Mr, KLUTTZ. I want to say, sir, that while I signed that re-
port I indicated to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. RixeY],
when I addressed the House on the bill, I then doubted seriously
the propriety of the insertion of the words. Further reflection
has convinced me of the fact, as stated by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TavYLER], that it is unconstitutional and beyond the
power of Congress to so impinge upon the power of the State.

In the next place, I believe that it is nnadvisable to do so, be-
cause it would raise unnecessary and troublesonie questions here-
after in cases of contest. While I do not believe Congress would
have the right to determine whether the districts were or not
compact, I believe a partisan majority, whatever party might be
in predomination here, would assume that right and deprive the
du}) elected Representatives of their seats,

I 0%9, therefore, that this amendment will not prevail.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. 1 would like to ask the gentleman

a question.

The SPEAKER. Thequestion is on theadoption of the amend-

ment.,

Mr. HOPKINS. I ask for a vore.

The SPEAKER. Dces the gentleman from North Carolina
yield to the gentleman from Indiana?

Mr. KLUTTZ, Yes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I simply desire to correct a state-
ment. I think it was a misapprehension. The gentleman from
North Carolina, in response to fhe gentleman from Virginia,
stated that the Burleigh bill did not contain this provision. The
provision is in the Burleigh bill.

Mr. KLUTTZ. 1 corrected that afterwards.

The SPEAKER. Thequestion ison the committee amendment.

The question was taken; and the Speaker announced that the
noes a%pearad to have it.

Mr, HOPKINS. Division, Mr, Speaker.

The House divided: and there were—ayes 109, noes 03,

Mr, RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Iask for the yeasand nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered,

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 132, nays 109,

answered ‘‘ present” 6, not voting 108; as follows:

JANUARY 8,

Cowlierd, Henry, Tex. McRae, Bt
Crowley, Howard, Maddox, Si;nyjc’!en.
Cushman, Jenkins, Moody, Mass. Emall,
Davenport, 8, W. Johnston, Moody, 4 Smith, %y.
Davey, Jones, Va. Moon, Bmith, Wm. Alden
Davis, ones, Wi { Snodgrass,
D2 Armond, Kahn, Parker, N. J. Spight,
De Graffenreid, King, uarles, Bprague,
Dinsmore, Kitchin, nsdell, Stewart, N. J.
Dong . Kleberg, Rhea, Ky. itokes,
Elliott, Kluttz, *hea, Va. Talbert,
Finley, Knox, Richardson, Ala. Taylor, Ala
Fleming, Lamb, Richardson, Tenn. Thomas, N. C.
Fordney, Lanham, Ridgely, Tongu

ox, Latimer, Rixey, Unde-rg}l].
Gaines, Lester, Rabh, Underwood,
Gilbert, Littla, Roberts, Vandiver,
Gillett, Mass, Livingston, Rucker, heealer,
(Greene, Mass. Lilovd, hackleford, Williams, Miss,
Griggs, MeCall, Shafrosh, Wright.
Hamilton, MeCulloch, Shattue,
Hay, McDowell, Shelden.
Henry, Miss. McLain, Sheppard,

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—6.
Denny, Miller, Stewart, Wia Tate.
Gibson, Stephens, Tex.
NOT VOTING—108

Bailey, Tex. Crump, Landis, Powaers,
Baker, Cummings, Lane, Prince,
Bankh Cusack, Lassiter, Reoves,
Barney, Dahle, Lawrence, Riordan,
Berry Dayton, Lentz, Robertson, La.
Boutahe. Me. Dick, Lewis, Robinson, Nebr.
Bradley, Driggs, Littleficld, Salmon,
Brantley, 15, Lorimer, Smith, I1.
Brewer, Fitzpatrick, MeDermott, Smith, Iowa
Brick, Foster, f Smith, H. C.
Brosius, Fowler, May, Sparkman,
Broussard, ', Mercer, Stallings.
Brown, Gamble, ik, Sulloway,
Burke, 8. Dak. Gardner, Mich. Meyer, La. Swanson,
Burleigh, Gayle, era, Ind. whney,
Burton, Gillet, N. Y. Minor, Tayler, Ohio
Butler, Hall, Mondell, Terry,
Campl: Haugen, Neville, Thropp,
Cannon, Hawley, Newlands, ‘Whachter,
Carmack, Heatwole, Noonan, Wanger,
Chanler, . Norton, 8. C. Warner,
Clarke, N.H. Hemenway, Otjen., Waters,
Clayton, N. Y. Henry, Conn. Overstreet, Watson,
Connell, Hitt, Payne, Weymouth,
Cooney, Hoffecker, Pearce, Mo. Wilson, Idaho
Conusins, Howell, Pierce, Tenn. Wilson, 8. C.
Cox, Hull, L. Ziegler.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The following additional pairs were announced:

Until further notice:

Mr. BurToN with Mr, SPARKMAN,
Mr. LorIMER with Mr. NEVILLE.
Mr. DanLE with Mr, LASSITER.

On this vote:

Mr. Laxpis with Mr. MiLLER of Kansas.
Mr. BurLEIGH with Mr. BROUSSARD.
For the rest of the day:

Mr. WacHTER with Mr. DENNY.

The result of the vote was then announced, as above recorded.
The Clerk proceeded and completed the reading of the bill,

YEAS—132.

Acheson, Driscoll, Long, Ryan, N. Y.
Adams, Eddy, Loud, Ryan, Pa.
Aldrich, Emerson, Loudenslager, Scudder,
Alexander, Esch, LO\‘eﬂl'.]lE, Shaw,
Allen, Me. Fitzgerald, Mass. Lybra Sherman,
Allen, Miss. Fitzgerald, N. Y. McAleer, Showalter,
Babcock, Fletcher, McCleary, Sibley,
Bailey, Kans. 0S8, MceClellan, Smith, Samuel W.
Barber, Gardner, N, J. Mahon, Southard,
Barl Gast Mann, - Spalding,
Bartholdt, Gill, Meekison, Sperry,
Bingham, Glynn, Metealf, Stark,
Boreing, Gordon, Morgan, Rteele,
Boutell, IIL Graff, Morrell, Stevens, Minn.
Bowersock, G A orris, Stewart, N. Y.
Brenner Green. Pa. Mudd, Sulzer,
]Bmmmil. Griffith, Muller, Sutherland,
Brownlow, Grosvenor, Naphen, ayer,

Grout, ead Thomas, Iowa
Burkett, Grow, Norton, Ohio Tompkins,
Calderhead, Hel]r‘burn. O'Grady, Turner,
Caldwell, Hi Olmsted, Van Voorhis,
Capron, Hopkins, Packer, Pa. Vreeland,
Cochrans, N.Y. Ji &c:&. Pearson, Wadsworth,
Conner, Jett, Pearre, Weaver,
Corliss, Joy. Phillips, Weeks,
Cromer, Kerr, Md. Pugh, ‘White,
Crumpacker, Kerr, Ohio Ray,N.Y. Williams, J.
Curtis, Ketcham, Reeder, Williams, W. E.
Dalzell, Lacey, Robinson, Ind. Wilson, N. Y.
Davenport, 8. A. Levy, Rodenberg, Woods,
Davidson, Linney, Ruppert, Young,
Dovener, Littauner, 11, Zenor,

NAYS—100,

Adamson, Bell, Brundidge, Clark, Mo.
Allen, Ky. Bellamy, Burke, 'IF:;. Clayton, Ala.
Atwater, Benton, Burleson, ran, Mo.
Ball, Bishop, Burnett, Cooper, Tex.
Bartlett, Catchings, Cooper, Wis.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time,
and was read the third time.

Mr., CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I submit a motion in writ-
in%to recommit the bill with instructions. ;

he SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves to re-
commit the bill with instructions, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Imove to rocommit the bill H. R. 12740 to the Commit~
tee on Census, with instructions to ascertain whether any of the States bave
denied or u.bridﬁed the right of mule inhabitants 21 years of age, who are
citizens of the United Btates, to vote for electors for President and Vice-
President, Representatives in Congress, executiveand judicial officers of the
State, or members of the legislature thereof. in such a manner and to such
an extent that the basis of representation should be reduced under the pro-
visions of section 2 of Article XIV of the Federal Constitution; and if such
is found tobo the case, said committee be further instructed to report, &t as
early a date as is practicable, an apportionmext bill taking such reductions
into account, as provided by said section of the Constitutio:.

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I demand the previous question
upon that motion.

The previous question was ordered. -

The SPEAKER. The question now is on agreeing to the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Indiana.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr,
CRUMPACKER) there were—ayes 94, noes 130,

Mr. STEWART of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The (g}nestion was taken; and the yeas and nays were refused.
bilﬂl‘he PEAKER. The guestion now is on the passage of the

The question was taken: and the bill was passed.

On motion of Mr. HOPKINS, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed was Jaid on the table.
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PAYMENT OF MESSENGERS WITH ELECTORAL VOTE.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I am instructed by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to present the following bill and ask for
its immediate consideration:

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, by au-
thority of the Committee on ApEropriationa, asks immediate con-
sideration of the bill which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 13304) providing for the payment of electoral messengers.

Be it enacted, ete., That for the payment of the respective States for con-
veying to the seat of goverment the votes of the electors of said Btates for
President and Vice-President of the United States, at the rate of 25 cents for
every mile of the estimated distance for the most usual road traveled from
the place of the meeting of the electors to the seat of government of the

United States, computing for one distance only, the sum o 700 be, and the
same is hereby, appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated.

Mr, BINGHAM. I want to state to the House that this is in
the language and is consistent with all preceding legislation on
the subject. It is required by statute, and this bill simply appro-
priates the amount n for the mileage.

Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. A parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Speaker. ’ r

The SP. ER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Do I understand that
this bill provides for 25 cents per mile?

Mr. BINGHAM. Yes; that is the statute.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts, Ithink thestatuteounght
to be amended. Railroad transportation has been so much re-

duced in late years that it seems ridiculous to vote 25 cents a mile
for railroad transportation.
Mr. WILLIAM%OOE Mississippi, That is all the pay they get.

The SPEAKER. Without objection the bill will be considered.

There was no objection.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and
being read the third time, was

On motion of Mr. BINGHAM, a motion to reconsider the last
vote was laid on the table,

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker,I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was a
minutes p. m.) the
noon.

to; and accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 15
ouse adjourned until to-morrow at 12 o'clock

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com-
mi;:nications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as
follows:

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a communication from the Secretary of War submitting
an estimate of appropriation for enlarging the Military Academy—
to the Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Supervising Architect submitting
an estimate of appropriation for a new boiler plant in the Federal
building at Baltimore—to the Committee on Appropriations, and
ordered to be printed. :

A letter from the secretary of Porto Rico, inclosing copies of
franchises granted to the Port America Company and to Ramon
Valdaa—to the Committee on Insular Affairs, and ordered to be
printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Supervising Architect submitting
an estimate of appropriation for repairs on the marine-hospital
building at Chicago—to the Committee on Appropriations, and
and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmittinga copy
of a communication from the Supervising Architect submitting
an estimate of appropriation for new elevators in certain public
buildings—to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to
be printed, g

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Secretary of War submitting an
estimate of appropriation for water supply at the Military Acad-
emy—aéo the Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered fo be
printed.

A letter from the Postmaster-General, transmitting report of
an investigation into the pneumatic-tube service for the trans-
mission of mail—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-
Roads, and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the follow-

ing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered fo

tho Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein named, as

follows:
Mr, JENKINS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which

was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12665) supplementary
to an act entitled ‘“An act to prohibit the coming of Chinese per-
sons into the United States,” approved May 5, 1892, and fixing the
compensation of commissioners in such cases, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2156); which
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. LOUD, from the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-
Roads, to which was referred the bill of the House (H, R. 13274)
to authorize the Postmaster-General to lease suitable premises for
use of the Post-Office artment, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2158); which said bill
and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole Honse on
the state of the Union.

Mr. MAHON, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the Hounse (H. R. 17) to authorize the re-
statement, readjustment, settlement, and payment of dues fo
Army officers in certain cases, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a regart (No. 2159); which said bill and
report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. BARHAM, from the Committee on Interstate and Forvei
Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House (H.
10922) to establish a light and fog station at Point Dume, Los
Angeles County, Cal., reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 2175); which said bill and report were
rUergrred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the

nion.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (S. 1289) to provide for fhe construction of an
additional light-ship for use on the coast of California, Oregon,
Washington, or Alaska, as exigencies may determine, reported
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report S:lgeg. 2176);
which =aid bill and report were referred to the Committes of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS. %

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of the
following titles were severally reported from committees, de-
livered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the Whole
House, as follows:

Mr. BINGHAM, from the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-
Roads, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5613)
for the relief of William Dugdale, postmaster at Noroton Heights,
Conn., reported the same withont amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 2157); which said bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar.

Mr. MAHON, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11481) for the relief of
the legal representatives of Paul Curtis, deceased, reported the
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2160);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the bill
of the House (H. R. 12104) for the relief of GeorgeT. Sampson,
surviving partner of the firm of A. & G. T. Sampson, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2161); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HENRY of Mississippi, from the Committee on War Clamﬁ
to which was referred the bill of the House, H. R. 12477, report
in lien thereof aresolution (H. Res. 835) for the relief of Charlotte
G. Robertson, reported the same, accompanied by a report (No.
2162); which eaid resolution and report were ref to the
Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House, H, R. 12478, reported in lieu thereof a reso-
lution (H. Res, £38) for the relief of Waldo W. Putnam, reported
the same, accompanied by a report (No. 2163); which Baid resolu-
tion and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House, H, R. 11883, reported in lieu thereof a resolu-
tion (H. Res. 837) for the relief of Joseph C. Ferriday, reported
the same, accompanied by a report (No. 2164); which said reso-
lation and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House, H. R. 12980, reported in lien thereof a resolu-
tion (H. Res. 338) for the relief of Nancy Maria Minter, reported
the sawe, accompanied by a report (No. 2165); which said resolu-
tion and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MAHON, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the Hounse (H. R. 11615) for the relief of
Curtis & Tilden, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 2166); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
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bill of the House (H. R. 12041) for the relief of the legal represent-
atives of Neafie & Levy, rlc?orwd the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 2167); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 12051) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of Jeremiah Simonson, deceased, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2168); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Ca'endar.

Mr. HENRY of Mississipgi. from the Committee on War Claims,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12746) for the
relief of J. C. Williams, administrator of Haller Nutt, deceased,

rted the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 2169); which said bill and report were referred to the Pri-
vate Calendar.

Mr. MAHON, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12176) for the relief of
the legal representatives of Pusey. Jones & Co., reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2170); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R.12418) for the relief of Anna M, Mershon,
administratrix of Daniel 8. Mershon, deceased, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2171); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calender.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R.3773) for the relief of Edward P. Bliss,
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
(I?g. 2172); which said bill and report were referred to the Pri-
vate Calender,

Mr, ESCH, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11974) granting an hon-
orable discharge to Samuel Welch, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2173); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged from
the consideration of bills of the following titles; which were there-

upon referred as follows: ; -

A bill (H. R.9832) to pension the Nebraska Territorial Militia—
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (H.R.13316) to restore to the pension rolls the name of
Andrew C. Smith—Committee on Pensions discharged, and re-
ferred to the Committes on Invalid Pensions.

A bill (H. R, 13178) granting a pension to Ellen Pratt—Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS

INTRODUCED.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows:

By Mr. OVERSTREET: A bill (H. R. 13369) to maintain the

arity of the money of the United States—to the Committee on

anking and Currency.

By Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R.13370)
relating to extra pay of officers and enlisted men in the Army in
the war with Spain—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BABSOCK: A bill (H. R. 18371) to aunthorize advances
from the Treasury of the United States for the support of the

vernment of the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the

istrict of Columbia.

By Mr. ENOX: A bill (H. R. 13372) to provide for subports of
entry and delivery in the Territory of Hawaii—to the Committee
on the Territories.

By Mr. LITTLE: A bill (H. R. 13373) for improving and arch-
i:;tf ot Springs Creek, in city of Hot Springs, Ark.—to the Com-

ttee on Appropriations.

By Mr. HAMILTON: A bill (H. R. 13374) authorizing the In-
diana, Illinois and Iowa Railroad Company to construct and
maintain a bridge across St. Joseph River, at or near the city of
St. Joseph, Mich.—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. PEARRE: A bill (H. R. 13375) for the extension of
Wyoming avenue, Prescott place, and Twenty-third street—to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Also, a bill éH. R.13390) relating to the Washington Gnalgj}ﬁ:
Company, and for other purposes—to the Committee on the Di
trict of Columbia.

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 13391) ceding arid lands to the
States and Territories—to the Committee on the Public Lands.
By Mr. WACHTER: A bill (H. R. 13392) to amend section

4472 of the Revised Statutes—to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: A bill (H. R. 13393) authorizing the
Secretary of the Treasury to remit duties on certain seed wheat
imported—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. HENRY C. SMITH: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 200)
proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States—
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BINGHAM: A resolution (H. Res, 339) inrelation to the
flag presented to the House of resentatives by the Women's
Silk Cultare Association of the United States—to the Committee
on Accounts.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of

%hﬁ following titles were introduced and severally referred as
OlLlOWS:

By Mr. BAILEY of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 13876) for the relief
of William T. Edgeman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13377) for the relief of Robert White—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BRUNDIDGE (by request): A bill (H. R. 18378) for
the relief of certain occupants and owners of land in Monroe
County, Ark.—to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. EMERSON: A bill (H. R. 13379) granting an increase
of pension to Frederick Hart—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
810ns.

By Mr. GRIFFITH: A bill (H. R. 13380) granting an increase
of pension to John Tibbetts—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

y Mr. GRAHAM: A bill (H. R. 13381) granting an increase
%f pension to William 8. Hosack—to the Committee on Invalid
ensions.

By Mr. GIBSON: A bill (H. R.13382) for the allowance of cer-
tain claims for stores and supplies reported by the Court of Claims
under the provisions of the act approved March 3, 1883, and com-
monly known as the Bowman Act, and for other purposes—to
the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. HEPBURN: A bill (H. R. 13383) to pension George W.
Sheeks—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. NAPHEN: A bill (H. R. 13384) to place on the pension
roll the name of Charles E. Miller—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr, RICHARDSON of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 13385) for
the relief of the trustees of Harmony Methodist Church—to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. RYAN of New York: A bill (H. R. 18386) granting a
pension to Martin Uehlein—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SNODGRASS: A bill (H. R. 13387) increasing pension
%r August Schill, alias Silville—to the Committes on Invalid

ensions.

By Mr. HENRY C. SMITH: A bill (H. R. 13388) granting an
increase of pension to Ellen Pratt—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13389) granting an increase of pension to
Mary Ann Deline—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following f1.\et:iti0m=1 and papers
were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:
By Mr. ACHESON: Petition of the First Presbyterian Church
raopolis, Pa., for the exclusion of spirituous liquors from
rtéma of Africa, etc.—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liguor
Talc,
Also, petition of the Allegheny County Grand Army of the Re-
ublic Association, Pittsburg, Pa., in ogposition to the passage of
ouse bill No, 12005, to establish a Soldiers’ Home at IPuntsviI]e,
Ala.—to the Committee on Military Affairs. :

By Mr. ADAMS: Resolutions of the Thirty-fourth National
Encampment, Grand Army of the Republic, commending the
work alreadg accomplished on the National Military Park at Get-
tysburg, and asking that continued aid be given thereto—to the
Committee on Agpropriations.

By Mr. BARTLETT: Resolutions of the city conncil of Savan-
nah, Ga., relative to making appropriations for the harbor at
Savannah—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petition of T. D. Tinsley, members of the bar, and other
citizens of Macon, Ga., relative to the increase of the salaries of
Federal judges—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, resolutions of the city council of Savannah, Ga., favoring
an appropriation in behalf of the Southern States and West In-
die_u:lti xposition at Charleston, 8. C.—to the Committee on Appro-
priations,

Also, resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of Atlanta, Ga.,
in allaposition to the amendment of an act to regulate commerce—
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. : Petition of John L. Watts, keeper, and

of
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J.E. Price and other surfmen of the Cape Fearlife-saving station,
favoring bill to promote efficiency of Life-Saving Service—to the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries,

By Mr. BRUNDIDGE: Papers to accompany House bill for the
relief of certain owners and occupants of lands in Monroe County,
Ala.—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, s to accompany House bill No. 11886, relating to the
claim of Howard & Spivey—to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: Petition of the National Association
of Agricultural Implement and Vehicle Manufacturers, favoring
legisﬂ'flzion in regard to irrigation—to the Committee on Irrigation
of Arid Lands.

Also, petition of Street & Smith, New York, relative to mailable
matter of the second class—to the Committee on the Post-Office
and Post-Roads.

Also, resolutions of good-roads convention held in Chicago, Ill.,
asking for an appropriation of $150,000 for the office of public road
inquiry—to the Committee on Agriculture,

By Mr. COUSINS: Petitions of Mrs. Levi Howick and other
citizens of Marion, Iowa, to ratify treaty between civilized na-
tions relative to alcoholic trade in Africa—to the Committee on
Alcoholic Liquor c. ]

By Mr. ELLIOTT: Resolutions of the city council of Spartan-
burg, 8. C., favoring the passage of the bill to aid the South Car-
olina Interstate and West Indian Exposition—to the Committee
on Appropriations, -

By Mr. ESCH: Resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of
New York, in favor of the pa of a bill relating to a session
of the International Congress of Navigation, to be held at Wash-
ington, D. C.—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

Also, resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of New York,
urging the passage of the Pacific cable bill—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. i

Also, resolutions of the twenty-sixth annual meeting of the
Wholesale Druggists’ Association, protesting against the free dis-
tribution of blackleg vaccine—to the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr, EMERSON: Papers to accompany House bill granting
an increase of pension to Frederick Hart—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of citizensof Minneapolis, Minn.,
urging the passage of a certain bill for the construction of a dam
on the Gila River, in Arizona—to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

Also, resolutions of the Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce,
protesting against the passage of the so-called Cullom bill, entitled
“An act to promote commerce ”—to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GAINES: Petition of Clarksville (Tenn.) Tobacco Board
of ‘f';ade for appropriation for soil survey—to the Commitfee on
Agriculture.

Algo, petition of Murray Dibrell & Co., of Nashville, Tenn., for
the repeal of the tax of 15 per cent ad valorem on imported hides—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of Charles H. Cramp, of Philadel-

hia, Pa., favoring Senate bill No. 727, known as the ship-subsidy
Ei]l—t.o the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, resolutions of the National Wholesale Druggists’ Associa-
tion, opposing the free distribution of medicinal remedies—to the
Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of 200 citizens of Avalon, Pa., and the Eighth
United byterian Church of Allegheny, Pa., favoring the ex-
clusion of the liguor traffic in Africa, etc.—to the Committee on
Alcoholic Liguor Traffic.

By Mr. GRIFFITH: Papers to accompan]gﬂHonse bill granting
an increase of pension to John Tibbetts, of Dillsboro, Ind.—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of gaugers and storekeepers in the internal-
revenue service of the Sixth district of Indiana for sufficient ap-
propriation to provide for them vacations withont loss of pay—to
the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. HAY: Petition of heirs of Thomas Clevenger, deceased,
late of Frederick County, Va., for reference of war claim to the
Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. McCALL: Petition of the internal-revenue gaugers,
storekeepers, ete., of the collection district of Massachusetts, for
sufficient appropriation to provide for their vacation without loss
of pay—to the Committes on Appropriations.

lg; Mr, RICHARDSON of Alabama: Papers to accompany
House bill for the relief of trustees of Harmony Methodist Church,
Limestone County, Ala.—to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. STEWART of New York: Petition of Friends’ Monthly
Meeting, Otsego County, N. Y., in favor of an amendment to the
Constitution against polygamy, and various other reform meas-
ures—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, WRIGHT: Petition of 19 voters of the Fifteenth Con-
gressional district of Pennsylvania, in favor of the anti-polygamy

amendment to the Constitution—to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Also, petitions of the Ladies’ Missionary and Foreign Society
and Woman'’s Christian Temperance Union, of Montrose, Pa., for
the protection of native races in our islands against intoxicants
and opium—to the Committee on Insular Affairs,

By Mr, YOUNG: Petition of the Baldwin Locomotive Works,
Philadelphia, Pa., favoring the passage of House bill No. 11330, to
establish the national standardizing burean—to the Committee on
Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

Also, resolution of the Thirty-fonrth National Encampment:.
Grand Army of the Republic, commending the work accomplishe&
by the Gettysburg National Park Commission, and asking for fur-
ther appropriation to complete the work—to the Committee on
Appropriations.

Also, resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of New York,
urging the passage of the Pacific cable bill—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Also, resolution of the Chamber of Commerce of New York,
favoring the passage of a bill relating to a session of the Inter-
national Congress of Navigation to be held at Washington, D, C,.—
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

SENATE.

WEDNESDAY, January 9, 1901.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. W. H. MiLsurx, D, D,
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved.

ELECTORAL VOTES OF WISCONSIN.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Secretary of State, transmitting a certified
copy of the final ascertainment of the electors for the President
and Vice-President appointed in the State of Wisconsin at the
election held therein on the 6th day of November, 1900; which,
with the accompanying papers, was ordered to lie on the table,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
BROWNING, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed
the following bills; in which if requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

A bill (H. R. 12740) making an apportionment of Representa-
tives in dCongress among the several States under the Twelfth Cen-
sus; an
A bill (H. R. 13394) providing for the payment of electoral mes-
sengers,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED,

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had
signed the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon signed
by the President pro tempore:

A bill (H. R. 2055) providing for the resurvey of township No.
8 of range No. 30 west of the sixth principal meridian, in n-
tier Conng, State of Nebraska;

A bill (H. R. 4099) for the relief of the Marion Trust Company,
administrator of the estate of Samuel Milliken, deceased;

A bill (H, R, 6344) to remove the charge of desertion from the
records of the War Department against Frederick Mehring;

A bill (H. R. 11218) for the relief of occupants of lands included
in the Algodones grant in Arizona;

A bill (H. R. 11588) permitting the building of a dam across the
Osage River at the city of Warsaw, Benton County, Missouri;
and

A bill (H. R. 12447) to amend an act approved June 1, 1900, en-
titled **An act to create the southern division of the southern dis-
trict of Iowa for judicial purposes, and to fix the time and place
for holding court therein.”

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. PLATT of New York presented a petition of the Waiters’
Alliance, of Buffalo, N. Y., prayirg for the enactment of legisla-
tion to regulate the hours of daily work of laborers and mechan-
ics, and also to protect free labor from prison competition; which
was referred to the Commitree on Education and Laboz,

He also presented petitions of S. O. Rusly, of Barryville; of the
congregations of the Methodist Episcopal Church of Branchport,
of the Methodist Episcopal Church of Wellsville, and the Meth-
odist Episcopal Church of Clifton Springs, all in the State of New
York, praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale
of intoxicating liquors in Army canteens; which were ordered to

lie on the table,
He also Freaented titions of South Harmony Grange, No. 525,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Watts Flats; of Empire G +No.

804, Patrons of Hubandry, of Oxford; of sundry citizens of Dela-
ware County and Allegheny County; of Joseph Cooper, of Perry
Center; M. B. Pratt, of Jamestown; A. B. Carter, of Jamestown,
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